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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted by the Learning Assessment 
Retention Consortium (LARC) to describe the outcomes (i.e., goal 
satisfaction r retention, and skills acquisition) of students enrolled 
in remedial English writing courses in a sample of California 
community colleges, and to develop an evaluation model which could be 
used in community colleges to measure outcomes in all programs. 
Students attending 29 community colleges completed questionnaires and 
the New Jersey Basic Skills Competency Tests (NJBSCT) at the 
beginning and end of the fall 1986 semester. The 7,500 English 
writing students in the sample were primarily young, full-time day 
students planning to transfer to a four-year colloge. Study findings 
included the following: (1) at the end of the semester, students had 
accomplished more couise objectives than they had originally 
intended; (2) 67% of the sample successfully completed the writing 
course, 82% re*-enrolled the following semester, and 68% of those 
intending to enroll in another English class the following semester 
did so; (3) the greatest rate of skills growth was shown on the essay 
test, with students at all levels exiting the course with higher 
average scores than they demonstrated at the beginning of the course; 
(4) the average post-test score of students completing the course one 
level below freshman composition demonstrated that those students 
were prepared for entry into college-level English; and (5) students* 
self-assessment of their writing ability was better at the end of the 
semester than at the beginning. Appendices comprise almost half of 
the document and include: (1) college tables; (2) description of the 
NJBSCT; (3) a questionnaire; (4) a list of participating 
colleges/contact persons; and (5) a description of sub-samples used 
for each analysis. (Author/EJV) 
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FOREWORD 



As the study was being conducted and as the analyses were 
being prepared^ it becaune apparent to the participant*:^ that the 
study has provided a richness of data and that the findings 
have posed additional questions and issues which may be 
addressed with the study's data. The writing team decided that 
this first final report would fulfill the study's original 
intentions; that is^ it is descriptive of students who remain 
enrolled in English writing courses. The datci^ however^ lend 
themselves to much more important and needed analyses. This 
report^ then^ is the first xn a planned series of reports. 
Other issues which will be addressed in the future include: 

. The findings were very diverse for the 29 participating 
colleges. A study by LAEC to determine relationships between 
outcomes and curriculum is currently in progress. Further 
study is needed to examine additional variables which account 
for outcomes y such as demographics. 

The retention rates demonstrated in this study were 
higher than expected and higher than other studies have found 
for community college programs. Further study of the 15% who 
do not complete writing courses is needed. 

. Additional study of the students at the lowest levels 
of remediation is needed. This study would be helpful in the 
context of current discussions regarding credit, non-degree 
applicable courses and non-credit courses. 

. A paper to further explore the findings of this study 
as they relate to policy is needed. The conclusion of the 
report lists some policy considerations. 

LARC will consider these topics for its future research 
agenda. In addition, the LARC Student Outcomes Study as 
presented in this report is continuing and is now in its 
second year of implementation. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



The purposes of the 198 6-87 LARC Student Outcomes Study 

were: 

. to describe the outcomes (achievements and progress) of 
students enrolled in remedial English writing courses in a 
sample of California comnmnity colleges, and 

. to develop an evaluation model which couid be used in 
community colleges to measure outcomes in all programs. 

The student outcomes described by the model include 
i) student goal satisfaction, 2) retention, and 3) skills 
acquisition. Twenty-nine colleges participated in the study 
in the Fall 1986 semester. Students completed questionnaires 
at the beginning and end of the Fall 1986 semester and were 
also pre- and post-tested using the New Jersey Basic Skills 
Competency Tests. 

The 7500 English writing students in this study sample 
(as of the beginning of the Fall 1986 semester) were primarily 
young, full-time day students who wanted to transfer to 
fcur-year colleges and who were enrolled in freshma;i 
composition or lower level writing courses to meet that 
objective. 



Student Coal Findings 
At the end of the semester, students indicated they had 
accomplis hed more course objectives than they had originally 
intended . For example, at the beginning of the semester. 



40% indicated ^nat one of their course objectives was to 
"improve chances of success in other courses." At the end of 
the semester, 89% stated that they had indeed improved their 
chances of success in other courses by enrolling in the 
English writing course. This particular finding indicates 
that students learned the value of acquiring basic skills for 
educational success. This increase in the number of course 
objectives achieved compared to those originally set by 
students was true for all potential course objectives listed 
on the questionnaire. 

A large number (and percentage) of students changed their 
long-ters educational goals during the semester. For example, 
60% of the students who indicated "vocational certificate" as 
a goal at the beginning of the semester changed this goal by 
the end of the semester. 

Retention Findings 

Retention rates were hic^ h for this sample of students; 

• 67% of th e students successfully completed the Fall 
1986 semester Engli sh writing course with an A, B. C, or CR 
Srade. The course noncompletion rate for remedial students 
was only 13% to 14%, which is far below expectations. 

• 82% re-enrolled in th e college the following semester; 

• .68% of those who intended to en roll in another English 
class i n the following semester did so . 

Students who were successful in writing courses (those 
who completed the course and received an A, B, C, or CR grade) 
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re-enrolled the next semester at a much higher rate tha ose 
who were not successful or who didn't complete the course. 
For those who re-enrolled the next semester, the average 
percentage of remedial units in which they were enrolled 
decreased from 25% to 10%, reflecting a positive movement of 
students into the college level curriculum. 

Skills Acquisition Findings 
The greatest rate of skills growth was shown on the essay 
the essay and sentence . e nse tests, st udents at all 
levels of EncTlish e xited the course with hicrher averac^e «. nr., 
. than they demonstrated at the beginnin g pf the cnnr«. 
Predictably, for all English levels, the pre- to post -gain was 
higher for the students who were successful in a course than 
for students who were not successful. There was no 
statistically significant difference in skills growth rates 
among ethnic groups. However, while Hispanics and Blacks 
generally scoreO lower on the pre-tests, on the average, their 
skills gain was greater. 

The average post-test score of stnde nts complet ,- n^|_M^ 
c ourse one level belo w fr es hm an composition demonstrated 
that those students were prepared for entry into nr.^^.^^ 
level English . The greatest skills gain was made by those 
students enrolled two levels below freshman composition. 

Almost half of the students exited courses with a 
post-test score equal to the average entering pre-test score 
of the next level. 
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students' self-assessment of their writing ability was 
better at the end of the seroester than at the beginning . Of 
the students who believed that they "write poorly" at the 
beginning of the semester, 79% increased their rating of 
their writing ability. The most marked increases were for 
those students who initially rated themselves lowest. 

There was a broad range of findings among the colleges on 
all variables . LARC will soon publish a descriptive study of 
college curricula which will begin to show the relationship 
between outcc^es and colleges* curricula. 

The intent of the study was to describe outcomes for 
remedial students using three broad criteria: 

. Student goal satisfaction 
, Retention 
. Skills acquisition 
The findings indicate positive outcomes on all three measures. 
In some cases, gains were greater than anticipated and also 
greater than previously reported in other studies. 

These remedial students will be tracked during 1987-88 
using questionnaires, interviews, and data retrieval. AnotJier 
report will be published at the end of that year. In the 
meantime, the outcomes evaluation model will be implemented in 
the remedial reading departments of 28 colleges. Fifty of the 
106 California community colleges will then have participated 
in this effort to demonstrate student outcomes. 
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Background of LARC 
Increasing student success is a major goal of the 
California community coll.jges. This goal is also the focus 
of LARC, the Learning, Assessment, Retention Consortium. 

Members of this network formed in 1981 and including 80 

colleges share a common purpose: to translate concern 

about student success into local action. From the 
beginning, LARC has identified research as a major priority 
and a critical link in accountability. 

Purposes of the Study 
The LARC Student Outcomes Study was designed to develop 
an outcojras evaluation model and to pilot test tha model in 
English writing ..rograms in the Fall 1986 semester. The 
major purpose cf this study was to describe educational 
outcomeF of students who enrolled in remedial English 
writing courses. The outcomes upon which the study focused 
included 1) student goal satisfaction, 2) retention, and 3) 
skills acquisition. More specifically, the questions which 
were to be addressed within each outcomes category were; 
1) Student goal satisfaction 

. Do students change their educational goals after 
being enrolled in remedial writing courses? 

5 
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• What number and percent of students accomplish 
their objectives for enrolling in writing courses? 

2) Retention 

. What number and percent of students: 

. successfully complete (A, or CR grade) 

remedial writing courses? 
. re-enroll in college the following semester? 
. re-enroll in writing courses the following 

semester? 

. Do students enrolled in remedial writing 
courses progress by enrolling in a larger 
proportion of college level courses in subsequent 
semesters? 

3) Skills acquisition 

. Do students acquire skills which qualify them for 

freshman composition? 
. Ar*^ students who complete one level of writing 

prepared for the next level/course in the sequence 

of writing courses? 

The findings relative to these research questions are 
presented by level: freshman composition , one level below 
freshman compositionr two levels below, and three levels 
below. The level of English course relative to freshman 
composition represents a common standard selected for 
describing student outcomes. 
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A second purpose of this study, in addition to 
describing outcomes of remedial writing students, was to 
provide a large, descriptive data base about remedial 
writing students by including a large number of California 
community colleges in the 3tudy, A few colleges had already 
conducted evaluations of their remedial education programs 
and wished to compare their results with other colleges. 
This study, therefore, provided the perspective of 29 
colleges, standardized measurement criteria, and consistent 
tenns. The combined data base makes it possible to draw 
implications for further research and to respond to 
questions of mutual concern to college practitioners. 

Development of an Outcomes Evaluation Model 

The outcomes evaluation mode] measuring student goal 

satisfaction, retention, and skills acquisition may be 

used to evaluate outcomes of students enrolled in any 
community college course, program, or set of programs The 
outcome measures identified are applicable to all community 
college curricula. 

The study was, in this regard, a "first." Never before 
had students* intended outcomes been identified and 
evaluated using a generic model with a large number of 
colleges and students. This occurred at a time when the 
need for outcomes information, program evaluation, and 
accountability, both within colleges and for external 
political and funding needs, is at its greatest. 



Because LARC believed that describing only one 
dimension of outcomes was inadequate, the model included 
multiple measures: 

. Student goal satisfaction 

• Retention 

• Skills acquisition 

During the 1987-88 school year, the second phase of the 
study will include follow-up of the original sample of 
students enrolled in writing courses and an additional study 
of TBuZLu^ programs with new colleges and students. This 
second phase will continue to refine the outcomes model 
itself so that it can be used for evaluating additional 
college programs. 

The Relationship Between Studying Outcome s 
and Evaluating Curriculum 
This report was designed to be descriptive of student 
outcomes and is a first step in evaluating student learning 
and progress. A discussion of student outcomes, however, is 
not complete without studying the curricula which contribute 
to the students' outcomes. The students in this study were 
enrolled in many different courses at many different 
colleges. The findings of the study reflect the results of 
a variety of teaching methods, curriculum delivery modes, 
curriculum content, and course and term lengths. 
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Consequently, a study currently in progress by LARC 
will describe these additional instructional variables in 
our community college programs by course level and will 
attempt to assess the relationship between the findings of 
this study and curriculum practices. 

Presentation of tne Study Results 
A preliminary report of this study, published in March 
1987, included a description of the students in the sample. 
The sample included 7500 relatively young, full-time, 
primarily day studentr who wer^ enrolled in selected English 
composition courses in 29 California community colleges. 
Ninety percent were high school graduates; 78% were native 
English speakers; and 52% were enrolled in college for the 
first time. Most of them were taking English as a transfer 
prerequisite; thus, they were using the community college 
remedial writing programs primarily to advance in 
pr^tsecondary education. Level of student skills within 
course levels, as measured by the New Jersey Basic Skills 
CoLipetency Test scores, appears to be consistent among the 
participating colleges. More details regarding sample 
student characteristics can be found in the preliminary 
report. 

This report, which was prepared by the LARC Research 
Steering Committee dnd a writing team of research 
professionals, basic skills instructional professionals, and 
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representatives of related statewide organizations, includes 
three chapters of study results, one relating to each of the 
three outcomes criteria: student goal satisfaction, 
retention, and skills acquisition. The study methodology is 
addressed in each of these chapters. 
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In April 1986^ a letter of invitation to participate in 
the study was sent to presidents and chief instructional 
officers of all California community colleges. Two planning 
meetings of interested college representatives were held 
during that summer. By the Fall 1986 semester^ 29 colleges 
had volunteered to participate in pilot testing the model 
during that semester. 

Two criteria for participation were established: 
1) participating colleges assessed students for basic 
writing abilities prior to enrollment and placed students in 
courses according to their assessed skill levels, and 2) all 
colleges offered remedial writing instruction in at least 
two levels below freshman composition. There was no 
requirement that curriculum content and level of student 
abilities within levels below freshman composition be 
similar among participating colleges. Subsequently, though, 
the study did find that the range of student abilities 
within each level, among colleges, was similar. 

Each college was asked to select approxima1:ely 250 
students enrolled in remedial writing course sections. 
Those sections were to include all levels of remedial 
writing courses offered at each college. Students in the 
saunple would be identified by level below freshman 
composition so that the findings of the study would be 
clearly differentiated. 

11 



ERIC 



20 



Colleges asked for the option to Include an additional 
number of up to 75 freshman composition students in the 
study^ and fourteen colleges participated in this option* 
Six colleges offered more than two course levels below 
freshman composition. 

The sample was limited to primarily day class sections 
to reduce variability in curriculum and grading practices 
and to ensure that administration of the tests and 
questionnaires was performed uniformly. (Evening students 
will be studied in the second year of the study.) This 
focus on day students will be helpful in that it is 
consistent with several statewide policy concerns ^ including 
those regarding recent high school graduates, high school 
dropouts, and full-time general education students. 

For the purpose of determining whether the 
participating colleges were representative of all California 
community colleges, a comparison was made of three 
characteristics as shown in the following table: 



Comparability of LARC Study Colleges 
to all Community Colleges 



All Conununity Colleges 29 Colleges in LARC Study 

Etimic Distribution 
% Minority (non-white) 



More than 40% 
25-39% 

Less than 25% 

Enrollment 

More than 13000 
7000-12999 
Less than 7000 

Large urban 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 



33% 
33% 
33% 

Enrollment Size * 

33% 
33% 
33% 

Urban/Rural * 



38% 
38% 
24% 



48% 
31% 
21% 

11% 
36% 
39% 
14% 



The range of college enrollment was from 1039 to 24703 
(Fall 1985 semester), and the range of ethnic minority 
composition was from 19% to 70%. A list of participating 
colleges and their characteristics is provided in the 
appendix. 



* Total credit enrollment as of Fall 1985 semester first 
census 

*Self identification by colleges 
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The table indicates that the ethnic distribution of the 
sample colleges was similar to that of all California ccanunity 
colleges. The sample did, however, include a slightly higher 
percentage of colleges with large enrollments. The range of 
college enrollment was from 1039 to 24703. 

The comparison of the seunple colleges to all California 
community colleges indicates that it is possible to generalize 
the study findings and apply them to all California community 
colleges. However, since the study included primarily day 
students, who generally differ from evening students, application 
of the study findings should be made primarily only to day 
remedial writing students. 

At the beginning of the Fall 1986 semester, the total 
number of students in the sample, by level, was as follows; 

3 levels below freshman composition - 287 (6 colleges) 

2 levels below freshman composition - 2211 (29 colleges) 

1 level below freshman composition - 4095 (29 colleges) 

Sub-total - 6593 

Freshman composition - 915 (14 colleges) 

TOTAL - 7508 

The numbers of sample students differ from cell to cell 
and table to table in the report because: 

1) Three colleges did not return any end-of-semester 
records data; so for some pre-post calculations where 
"m::tched pairs" were needed (such as some retention analyses) 
data for those colleges had to be removed entirely. 



2) All students were not in attendance for both pre- 
and post-tests; in demonstrating skills gain, oi.ly "m^^tched 
pairs'* of test scores were used. 

3) There were cases of "missing data" for some student 
records. "Sub-samples," then, are used when appropriate for 
the specific analysis. 

4) Three colleges did not return Spring 1987 semester 
records data for students who dropped out of the course. 
Consequently, these colleges were not included in the 
retention analyses. 

These difficulties with sample size make it necessary 
to interpret the findings with care. An explanation of 
sub-samples used is in the appendix. 
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STUDENT GOAL SATISFACTION 



Research Questions 

1. Do students change their educational goals after 
being enrolled in remedial English writing courses? 

2. What number and percent of students accomplish their 
objectives for enrolling in English writing courses? 

Study Process 

During the second week of the Fall 1986 semester and 
again prior to the end of the semester, students completed 
pre- and post-questionnaires in the classroom. At the 
beginning of the semescer, they were asked to provide 
personal demographic and background information, to identify 
their educational goals and course objectives, and to 
self-as: ;s their writing skills capability. At the end of 
the semester, they were again asked to identify their 
educational goals, to assess their own writing skills, and to 
state what they believed they had accomplished in the course 
and th^ir future enrollment intentions relative to w.-iting 
courses. 

An attempt was made to obtain mail responses to the 
post-qviostionnaire from students who had dropped the course. 
Sample questionnaires are in the appendices. 



16 



ERIC 



20 



study Results 



Educational Goal Change 

I* 

Table 1 shows the distribution of students* educational 
goals upon entering the remedial English writing class ^ and 
again^ upon completing the class. Table la provides the 
same information by course level. While there is little 
change between the ultimate distributions of educational 
goals y there is c notably large amount of change for 
individual students. Specif ically^ 48% and 24%^ 
respectively^ wanted an "AA degree and transfer" and 
"transfer and no AA degree" at the beginning of the 
semester. At the end of the semester, these percentages 
changed only to 44% and 27%. 

However, 6 7% of the students who originally indicated 
"AA degree and transfer" as a goal indicated at the end of 
the semester that they still had the same goal. Therefore, 
33% of that group had changed their educational goal. For 
other original pre-goal categories, the amount of change was 
even greater: up to 77% of the students changed their 
educational goal during the semester. A large percentage 
(60%) of the students who selected "vocational certificate" 
as their original goal, changed their goal by the end of the 
semester. 

These findings indicate that many students change their 
educational goals during the semester, particularly those 
students who indicated non-transfer goals. The findings may 
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also indicate that students are unsure of their educational 
goals or that they did not fully understand the goal 
categories from which they were asked to select. However, 
it is doubtful that these reasons would account for the 
amount of change observed. 

Course Goal/Accomplishments 
On the questionnaire administered at the beginning of 
the semester students were asked to choose (from the list of 
options provided) their reasons for enrolling in the writing 
course. For the purpose of determining if students 
satisfied their course-related objectives, they were 
provided, at the end of the semester, the same list of 
course objectives and asked to indicate which they had 
accomplished by completing the course. 

Table 2 shows the results of these responses. It can 
be seen that, for all potential response categories and for 
all levels of English writing, students stated that they not 
only accomplished but exceeded their course objectives. 
Graph 1 displays an example: 40% of all students originally 
indicated that one of their purposes for enrolling in the 
course was to ''improve chances of success in other courses." 
At the end of the semester, 85% to 92% of the students, by 
level, indicated that they had accomplished that objective. 
It is likely that students increased their self confidence 
as a result of success achieved in completing the writing 
course in which they were enrolled. 

18 
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students may have increased their self confidence for 
educational success as well as the value they attached to 
writing skills as a result of completing the writing course. 
The differences in ratings given this objective/ 
accomplishment at the beginning and at the end of the 
semester appear to reflect that students had learned the 
necessity of acquiring basic skills for success in college. 

While all options for course objective satisfaction 
were rat»sd highly at the end of the semester, "improve 
writing skills," "increased chances of success in other 
classes," "personal interest/refresher," and "prerequisite for 
another class" were the most highly rated as accomplishments. 

In summary, these data indicate that students were very 
satisfied with the benefits of completing a writing class. 
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Table 1 

Percent Distribution of Students' Pre-Educational Goals 
by Post-Educational Goals 



1— 

1 

PBE -EDUCATIONAL GOAL * 
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AA AND 
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TRANSFER 
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PERSONAL 
INTEREST 
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1% 


AA AND TRANSFER 


1 
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4 


19 
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AA GENERAL EDCGVTICN 


2 


25 
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8 


5 


2 
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5 
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TRANSFER/NO AA DEGREE 


1 


27 


1 


2^ 


V 63\^ 


1 


1 


2 


3 


24 


PERSONAL INTEREST 


1 


8 


3 


8 


9 ^ 


. 53\ 


8 


5 


6 


2 
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3 


11 


7 


11 


8 
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V 3^\ 
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10 


3 


OTHER 


5 


21 


9 


3 


19 


7 


3^ 
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10 


2 
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2 


26 


3 


9 


17 


7 


4 
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7 


POST TOTAL 


2 


44 


7 


7 


27 


3 


3 


2 
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♦••matched pairs": for students for whom both a pre- and 
post-course goal was available. 
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Percent of Students 
with same educational 
objective at beginning 
and end of semester. 
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Table la 

Percent Distribution of Students' Pre-Educational Goals 
By Post-Educational Goals by Level 



FRESHMAN COMPOSITION 



PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL 




P 0 


S T - E 


D U C A 


T I 0 ^ 


1 A L 


G 0 A 


L 




1 


voc. 

CERTIF. 


AA AM) 
TIVVNSF^ 


AA 
VOC. 


AA 
GTN.ED* 


THANSFEr\ 
NO AA 


PERSONAL 
IHTCRESr 


REIATID 
TO EMP. 


OTHER 


UNKNONN 


PRE 
TOTAL 


N- 




270 


29 


34 


182 


7 


3 


9 


12 


551 


VDCATICKAL CERTIFICATE 




/ D 


u 


u 




0 


0 


0 


0 


1% 


AA AND TP iMRFT'P 


u 




c 

D 


c 
3 


18 


0 


0 


0 


2 


56 


AA \^tX!ATICNAL 


1 1^ 

i D 


1 2 




Id 


4 


0 


0 


0 


4 


5 ' 


AA CXHERAL ECUCATICN 


u 


0 1 


"7 ^ 


DU 


7 


7 


0 


7 


0 


3 




0 






1 ^ 
1 




1 


0 


1 


1 


29 


PEIR90NAL INTEREST 


0 


u 


u 


£U 


Oft ^ 


>lft 


20 


0 


0 


1 


REIAIED TO EMPIOWENT 


0 


33 


0 


33 


0 


0 


S.17\ 


17 


0 


1 


oniER 


14 


14 


14 


14 


0 


0 


0 




0 


1 


UNKNOWN 


0 


22 


0 


11 


28 


17 


0 


11 


V llN 


3 


POST TOTAL 


1 


49 


5 


6 


33 


1 


1 


2 


2 1 





1 LEVEL BELOW 



PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL 




P 0 


S T - E 


D U C A 


T I 0 t 


} A L 


G 0 A 


L 






CERTIF. 


AA AM} 

TRANSFER 


AA 
VOC. 


AA 
GDJ.ED. 


TBANSFEI^ 
NO AA 


/PERSONAL 
UTOREST 


REXATID 
TO E>1P. 


oniER 


UNKNOWN 


PRE 
TOTAL 


N= 


^42 


1158 


193 


168 


712 


61 


59 


49 


131 


2573 


VXATICN 'L CERTIFICATE 




9 


19 


3 


6 


3 


19 


0 


3 


1 


AA AND TRANSFER 


0 


\68N^ 


4 


3 


19 


1 


1 


1 


4 


47 


AA VtTATICNAL 


5 


18 


4W 


11 


5 


2 


3 


3 


3 


8 


AA GENERAL EDUCATION 


4 


25 


10 




9 


6 


1 


3 


4 


6 


TRANSFER/tlO AA DEGREE 


1 


28 


2 


2 


\6r\ 


1 


1 


2 


3 


26 


PERSONAL INTEREST 


0 


8 


0 


5 


13 


58\ 


5 


3 


8 


2 


pnAirD TO E^f>Ir)v^E^^^ 


2 


16 


7 


13 


13 


7 




2 


4 


2 


oniER 


2 


27 


9 


2 


26 


4 


2 




7 


2 


UIKNOWN 


1 


27 


3 


10 


19 


5 


6 


2 




7 


POST TOTAL j 


2 


45 


7 


7 


28 


2 


2 


2 


5 ^ 





Table la 

Percent Distribution of Students* Pre-Educat ional Goals 
By Post-Educational Goals by Level 



2 LEVRLS BELOW 



PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL 




P 0 


S T - E 


D U C A 


T I 0 ^ 


1 A L 


G 0 A 


L 






VOC. 
CERTIF. 


AA Mi) 

TRANSFER 


AA 
VX. 


AA 


TPANSFEIV 
NO AA 


PERSONAL 
INTEJlESr 


REIATED 
TO EMP. 


OTHER 


UNKNOWN 


PRE 
TOTAL 






525 


95 


107 


279 


56 


51 


29 


87 


1270 


VvJLAiXUv\U UU%ilrXL/Vic< 


\^oN 




20 


















5 


0 


0 


5 


10 


5 


5 


2 


AA AND TRANSFER 


2 




3 


5 


19 


1 


2 


1 


4 


46 


AA ^AjCATIONAL 


9 


18 




14 


5 


1 


4 


1 


7 


8 


AA GENERAL EDUu\TION 


1 


24 


12^ 


4lS^ 


6 


5 


3 


3 


5 


9 


TRANSFEIV^ AA DGGHEE 


1 


30 


1 


2^ 


S59\^ 


2 


1 


1 


4 


18 


rLHDUNAL lXflc3<i:ol 


3 


7 


3 


7 


3 




11 


3 


7 


2 


RELMED TO EMPIOVMENT 


5 


6 


6 


9 


6 






5 


12 


5 


OTIER 


8 


8 


8 


4 


13 


13 


8 


S^7 >s 


21 


2 


UNKNOWN 


2 


28 


5 


8 


13 


10 


2 


9 


S,^2^S 


9 


POST TOTAL 


3 


41 


8 


s 


77 




4. 




7 





3 LEVELS BELOW 



PRE-EDUCATIONAL GOAL 




P 0 


S T - E 


D U C A 


T I 0 N A L 


G 0 A 


L 






WC. 
CERTIF. 


AA AND 

TRA^eFER 


AA 
VOC, 


AA 
G^.HD. 


TRANSFEF^ 
NO AA 


PERSCHAL 
INTEREST 


REIATH) 
TO EMP. 


OTOER 


UNKNO»l 


PRE 
TOTAL 






78 


16 


19 


61 


10 


6 


4 


21 


223 


WCATICNAL CERTIFICATE 


5o\ 


17 


0 


0 


0 


17 


17 


0 


0 


3 


AA AND TRANSFER 


2 ^ 


56N 


3 


5 


27 


2 


1 


1 


3 


46 


AA UXATIONAL 


7 


7 ^ 




13 


0 


7 


0 


0 


0 


7 


AA GEIERAL EDUCATION 


0 


35 


0^ 


V 4rs 


0 


0 


0 


0 


18 


8 


TRANSFEIV^O AA DDGREE 






0 


2^ 


V 72N 


2 


0 


0 


0 


19 


PEP90NAL INTEREST 


0 


17 


17 


17 


0^ 




0 


33 


0 


3 


REIATED TO EWlDY^E^7^ 


0 


8 


17 


0 


0 i 


25^ 


S25\ 


. 0 


25 


5 


onicR 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


50 


0 


V 5o\ 


0 


1 


UNKNOWN 


5 


5 


0 


11 


11 


0 


5 


0 


63N 


9 


POST TOTAL 


4 


35 


7 


9 


27 


5 


3 


2 


9 
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PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST 

3LB 2LB ILB FC 



Graph 1 



Pre-Course Objective and Post-Accomplishment: 
"Increased chances of success in other classes" 



FC = Freshman Composition 
ILB = One level below Freshman Composition 
2LB = Two levels below Freshman Composition 
3LB = Three levels below Freshman Composition 
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Table 2 

Percent Distribution of Students* Pre-Course Objectives and Post-Accomplishments 

By Level 



COURSE GOAL 


PERCENT 

PRE- 
OBJECTIVE 
DISTRIBUTION 


lU 1 ALi 

SAMPLE 


PERCENT WHO COMPLETED COURSE OBJECTIVE 

FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 
COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW 


LEVELS 
BELOW 


Prerequisite for other class 


52% 


78%* 


66% 


80% 


77% 


74% 


Required for degree 


55 


46 


88 


39 


38 


40 


Increased chances of success 
in other classes 


40 


89 


85 


89 


91 


92 


Improve writing skills 


60 


92 


89 


92 


91 


93 


Job requirement/need 


8 


25 


21 


22 


31 


41 


Personal interest /refresher 


19 


92 


89 


92 


92 


94 


Other 


2 


31 


26 


33 


33 


25 



♦EXAMPLE: 78% of the total sample actually accomplished this objective, whereas 52% originally 
said this was their goal. 
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RETENTION 
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Research Questions 

1. What number and percent of students: 

. successfully complete (A, B, C, or CR grade) remedial 

writing courses? 
. re-enroll in college the following semester? 
. re-enroll in English writing courses the following 

semester? 

2. Do students enrolled in remedial writing courses 
progress by enrolling in greater numbers in 
college level courses in subsequent semesters? 

Study Process 
On each questionnaire college staff recorded: 
1) the number of remedial and nonremedial units in which each 
student was enrolled during and subsequent to the Fall 1986 
semester, 2) the grade received in the writing course, and 3) 
enrollment in a subsequent Spring 1987 semester writing course. 

This information, along with all data collected for the 
study, was submitted to the research staff of Rancho 
Santiago College for analysis. 
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study Results 



Course Co mpletion and Retention 
Sixty-seven percent of the sampled students 
(who were enrolled in the second week of the Fall 1986 
semester and for whom Spring 1987 semester data were 
submitted) completed the course with a satisfactory (A, B, 
C, CR) grade. (See Table 3.) This varied little among the 
levels. The noncompletion rate for remedial students was 
only 13% to 14%. Freshman composition students demonstrated 
the highest noncompletion (W, I grade) rate, 22%. 

There was a range between 58% and 70% for successful 
completion rates among ethnic groups: Blacks, 58%; 
Hispanics, 63%; Asians, 69%; and Whites, 70%. (See Table 
4.) These data suggest that ethnicity appears to be related 
to retention in courses. 

Successful course completion rates for the individual 
colleges ranged from 43% to 83%. 

Enrollment in mn ege the Following Semester 
Table 5 shows that 82% of the students who were 
enrolled in the Fall 1986 semester, (and for whom Spring 
1987 data was provided) re-enrolled in the Spring 1987 
semester. Evaluation of this finding would require 
determining at what point each student was in his/her 
educational career. The preliminary report showed that the 
educational goal of most of the students was to receive an 
A.A./A.S. degree and/or transfer to a four-year college, it 
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can be surmised that students enrolled in courses below 
freshman composition were not yet ready to transfer to a 
four-year college and, therefore, would be re-enrolling the 
next semester. Substantial persistence rates, then, should 
be expected and would indicate student success for this 
outcome measure. These persistence-in-college rates of 77% 
to 83% indicate that students are indeed persisting at 
appropriately high rates. 

There is some concern that students coming into college 
at reiaedial levels are entering a "revolving door": coming 
in, failing, and leaving. The evidence here is to the 
contrary: 67% are succeeding in their remedial courses and 
82% are persisting to the next semester. 

Ninety percent of those who were successful in the 
writing course re-enrolled the next semester. This rate for 
successful course completers demonstrates strong evidence of 
persistence in college. 

There was little difference of persi itence-in-college 
rates among ethnic groups. There were, however, wide 
differences among those rates for the participating 
colleges, from 67% to 100%. Further study of the causes of 
the difference in college persistence rates is needed. 

During 1987-88, 21 of the 29 colleges will partici^^ate 
in a follow-up study of these students to further evaluate 
college persistence. 
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Enrollment in English Courses the Following Semester 
At the end of the Pall 1986 semester, students were 
asked if they intended to re-enroll in a writing course the 
next semester, of those who intended to do so, 68% did 
re-enroll. (See Table 6.) (The level of English in which 
they re-enrolled is not known, however.) The lower the 
level of English was, the higher the rate. These data 
indicate that students at lower levels appear to know that 
writing skills are critical to their progress in college. 

As can be expected, re-enrollment rates in subsequent 
English courses were lower for the total sample, which 
included students who did not express an intentio.i to 
re-enroll . 

Progression Into College Level Coursework 
For the purpose of determining if remedial students 
were enrolling in a larger proportion of nonremedial courses 
in the Spring 1987 semester, information regarding the total 
number of remedial and nonremedial units in which each 
student enrolled during the fall and spring semesters was 
obtained. Table 7 shows the results of this analysis. 
Indeed, while 25% of the units (on the average) in which 
students were enrolled in the Fall 1986 semester were 
remedial, this percentage decreased to 10% by the next 
semester. This decrease in number of remedial units 
indicates student progress into the college-level curriculum 
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The amount of decrease in the proportion of remedial to 
nonremedial units from the Fall 1986 semester to the Spring 
1987 semester is greater for Blacks and Hispanics and for 
the students who were enrolled in a writing class two levels 
below freshman composition. 

This finding also varied among participating colleges 
(see college tables), demonstrating once again that our 
colleges' student populations vary greatly in abilities and 
enrollment patterns. 

Table 7 also shows that students in the total sample 
who persist to the next semester were enrolled in an average 
of 10 units. It was pointed out in the preliminary report 
that the students in the Fall 1986 sample were primarily 
full-time, day, young students. This further demonstrates 
that the average credit course load for students enrolled in 
remedial programs is greater than that for all community 
college students. 
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Table 3 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Level 







COURSE 


LEVEL 








FRESHMAN 


1 LEVEL 


2 LEVELS 


3 LEVELS 




SUCCESS IN COURSE 


COMPOSITION 


BELOW 


BELOW 


BELOW 


TOTAL 




n=617 


n=2768 


n=1550 


n=330 


n=5265 


Successful ( A , B , C , Cr ) 


69% 


65% 


69% 


69% 


67% 


Non-Successful ( D , F , NCr ) 


10 


21 


18 


17 


18 


Non-Conipleter( W, I ) 


22 


14 


13 


14 


15 



Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college. 
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Table 4 



Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Ethnicity 



Success in Course 


Americcui 
Indian 


Black 


Asian 

I 


Pacific 
Islcuider 


Alaskan 
Native 


i 

1 

Hispanic 

1 


Philip. 
AmericcUi 


Other 
Non- 
Caucasiar 


White 


1 

TOTAL 




n=60 


n=459 


n=494 


n = 52 


n=2 


n^=923 


n=172 


n=67 


n=2925 


n=5l54 


Successful 
{A,B,C/Cr) 


60% 


58% 


69% 


62% 


100% 


63% 


65% 


62% 


70% 


67% 


Non- 
Successful 
(D/F/NCr) 


23 


23 


19 


12 


0 


24 


18 


27 


15 


18 


Non- 
Completer 
(W,I) 

i 
i 


17 


19 


13 


27 


0 


13 


17 


10 


15 


15 



Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college 
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Table 5 

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
By Level, Ethnicity* and Course Success 



Number in Seuiple 
Fall 1986 



% Who Enrolled in College 
Spring 1987 



Course Level 



Freshman. Comp. 

1 Level Below 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levels Below 

Ethnicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Amer. 
White 

Success in Course 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 
Non-Completer (W,I) 

TOTAL 



591 
2700 
1530 

325 



60 
442 

4yo 

50 
2 

914 
168 
2846 



3474 

945 
727 



5146 



85% 
83 
77 
82 



78% 
78 
88 
74 
100 
80 
83 
82 



90^ 

72 

55 

82 



Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college 
*For whom spring 1987 semester data was provided (see explanation in Appendix) 
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Table 6 



Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By L<=ivel and Ethnicity 





1 Who Intenc^ed 


% Who Enrolled 


Number in 


% Who Enrolled 




to Enroll in 


in English 


Total Sample 


in English 




English * 


Spring 1987 


Fall 1986* 


Spring 1987 












fLesniuan v^on^* 


183 


C C Q. 


4 Dl 






1653 


^ Q ft 
D O ^ 




Q Sr 

Dot* 


2 Levels Below 


o o u 




1071 


^ 1 ft 


3 T.pvpI s Relnu 








^ 4 ft 
D "i ^ 


Ethnicity 








< 


American Indian 


29 


G2% 


43 


51% 


Black 


232 


62% 


304 


51% 


Asian 


295 


71% 


389 


60% 


Pacific Islander 


29 


59:i 


32 


53% 


Alaskan Native 


1 


100% 


1 


100% 


Hispanic 


558 


64% 


698 


56% 


Philippine Araer. 


99 


70% 


127 


59% 


White 


1533 


69% 


2139 


55% 


TOTAL 


2870 


68% 


3857 


56% 



Note: These data are available in the appendix for each college 
*For whom Spring semester/ 1987 data was provided (scre appendix) 
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Table 7 



Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled In 

By Level and Ethnicity 





Remedial 


Fall 1986 

Non- 
Remedial 


Percent 
Remedial 


Remedial 


Spring 1987 

Non- 
Remedial 


-1 

* 

Percent 
Remedial 


Course Level 














Freshman Comp. 


0 


12 


0% 


0 


10 


0% 


1 Level Below 


2 


10 


17% 


1 


10 


9% 


2 Lavels Below 


5 


7 


42% 


1 


8 


11% 


3 Levels Below 


4 


7 


36% 


2 


7 


22% 


Ethnicity 














American Indian 


3 


9 


25% 


1 


9 


10% 


Black 


4 


9 


31% 


1 


8 


11% 


Asian 




Q 
O 


? 7% 


1 


10 


9% 


Pacific Islandei 


3 


10 


23% 


1 


9 


10% 


Alaskan Native 


5 


9 


36% 


0 


11 


0% 


Hispanic 


4 


9 


31% 


1 


8 


11% 


Philippine Amer. 


3 


9 


25% 


1 


9 


10% 


White 


3 


10 


23% 


1 


9 


10% 


TOTAL 


3 


9 


25% 


1 


9 


10% 



Note: The data ace available in the appendix for each college 
*For whom Spring semester 1987 data was provided 
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SKILLS ACQUISITTOM 
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SKILLS ACQUISITION 



Research Questions 

1. Do students acquire skills which qualify them 
for freshman composition? 

2. Are students who complete one level of writing 
prepared for the next level/course in the 
sequence of writing courses? 

Study Process 

The New Jersey Basic Skills Competency Tests (NJBSCT) 
developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) for the 
College Board were selected to measure pre- and post-skills 
levels and gains* This battery of tests was selected 
because it includes a holistically scored writing sample 
("essay test") which was the measurement method requested by 
English writing faculty teaching English writing. The 
NJBSCT have demonstrated and documented reliability and 
validity^ have been normed on cOTununity college students ^ 
and have produced a large data base of test results. 

The battery includes^ in addition to the essay test^ a 
reading comprehension test^ a "sentence sense" or sentence 
construction and grammar test^ and a math test^ (which was 
not used for this study.) 
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During the second week of the semester, all 
participating colleges pre-tested students in their sample 
using the essay and sentence sense components. All colleges 
post-tested students with the essay. 

The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges 
obtained a special augmentation of funds for colleges who 
opted to pre- and post-test with the full NJBSCT battery. 
Colleges optionally used the other test components for pre- 
and post-testing as follows: 

Number of colleges using pre/post 

essay and pre-sentence sense only 9 

Number of colleges using pre/post essay, 
sentence sense, and reading comprehension 
(Chancellor's augmentation) I9 

Number of colleges using another 

allowable combination 2 
Number of colleges who chose to test 

freshman composition students also g 
ETS provided students with individual score reports 

of all test results. Colleges were given summary reports 

by course and by college. 

Brief descriptions of the tests are included in the 

appendices. 

Pre-tests were administered to students during the 
second week of the semester, and post-tests were 
administered within two weeks prior to final examinations. 
In some cases, this could mean that the length of 
instruction between tests was twelve weeks, about 36 hours 
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of instruction. The amount of skills gain, then, was 
attained in an average of only 36 hours of instruction, 

English writing instructors expressed concern that test 
instruments do not adequately measure and represent the 
broad range of learning and skills acquisition taking place 
in the classroom. For this reason, the LARC model employs 
multiple criteria and measures of student outcomcc and also 
places a limited focus upon testing results. 
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study Results 



Skills Growth 

Tables 8 through 11 show mean pre- and post-test scores 
and also the difference between the two (gain) for the 
essay, sentence sense, and reading comprehentiion tests of 
the NJBSCT. (The composition composite score reflects a 
coiablD&cion score for the essay and sentence senre.) All 
scores are shown by level, by ethnicity, and by course 
succes s /no n-s uoce s s . 

In the essay and sentence sense tests, the mean gain 
for the total sample reflected positive skills growth for 
every level of English, The college tables in the appendix 
show large variances in skills gain among coll ^js, however. 

*Essay* 

The greatest amount of skills growth was shown in the 
essay test results as compared to the other testing 
components. This was the pre- and post-test believed at the 
onset to be most relevant for measuring skills growth in 
writing. 

score of 7 or more on the essay test is used in New 
Jersey to place students in college level English. Graph 2 
shows that the average post-test score of students 
completing the course one level below freshman composition 
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was 7.33, indicating that those students have beco.Tne 
prepared for college level English according to the New 
Jersey standard. Students enrolled in courses two levels 
below freshman composition demonstrated the largest average 
amount of gain (.40 on a 12 point scale) towp^d college 
level preparedness. 

Graph 3 indicates that, generally, the lower the level 
of English, the larger the amount of average skills gain. 
However, students at all levels are moving towards college 
preparedness. 

Predictably, for all English levels, the pre-/post- 
gain is higher for the students who are successful in the 
course than for the students who are not successful. 

There were no statistically significant (using analysis 
of variance procedure, not shown) differences in skills 
growth rates among ethnic groups. It is interesting to 
note, however, that while average pre- and post-scores of 
Hispanics and Blacks were lower than those for Whites, their 
average amount of skill gain is greater than that for Whites 
for the level once removed from freshman composition. 

Table 12 shows the distribution of average raw score 
gain on the essay test for colleges by level. Some colleges 
demonstrated no gain or decline; other colleges demonstrated 
very large gain. The distribution is relatively "flat." A 
study of curricula and student variables may provide insight 
into the cause of the differences. 




♦Sentence Sense and Composition Composite* Score* 
All course-successful students demonstrated positive 
skills gain. The third level below freshman composition 
experienced the greatest gain. Successful students had 
higher pre- and post-score averages than nonsuccessful 
students . 

♦Reading Comprehension* 
Reading comprehension was one of the skills measured in 
the study. However^ students demonstrated a negligible 
amount of skills growth in reading comprehension. This was 
to be expected because the students were enrolled in writing 
courses where reading skills are not necessarily emphasized. 

Student Preparedness for the Next Level 
Tho interest in pre- and post-test score averages by 
level stems partly from the research question related to 
str'^nt preparedness for the next course in the sequence 
(the subsequent level) . For the essay test all students 
showed growth^ with the exception of Black students three 
levels below freshman composition and Asian students one 
level below. But^ on the average ^ students did not 

*The composition composite tcore is a weighted combination 
of the essay and sentence sense scores, 
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demonstrate exit scores equivalent to the average entry 
scores for the next level. Table 13^ however^ shows that 
from 41% to 50% (by level) of the students did exit courses 
with test scores appropriate for entry into the next level. 

Table 13 shows that 50% of the post-scores of students 
in courses one level below freshman composition were 8 or 
above (a score of 7 or higher is used in most colleges in 
New Jersey to place students in freshman composition) , and 
the average pre-test essay score of freshman composition 
students was b. This shows^ again^ that a majority of these 
students were probably prepared for freshman composition. 
It is also indicative of the different norms for different 
states; 8.09 is the average pre-test essay score for 
students enrolling in college level English for this study. 

Changes in Self-Rating of Writing Ability 
Students were asked on the pre- and post-questionnaires 
tc rate their writing ability as "write poorly," "can't write 
well,"* "write OK," "write well," or "write very well." The 
purpose of this item was to assess their sel f -perce i ved skills 
growth and self confidence in terms of their writing ability. 

(The preliminary report showed that salf-ratings of 
writing ability were not consistent with assessment 
results.) 
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Table 14 shows the changes for the total group. Of the 
students who initially believed that they "write poorly^" 
only 21% believed at the end of the semester that they still 
"write poorly." Students who initially rated their ability 
lowest perceived the most growth ^ and the majority of 
students initially rating themselves poorly indicated a 
higher post-self-rating. 

On the other hand^ students who initially rated 
themselves in the highest category ^ "write very well^" 
seemed to often "slip" a category in their post-aelf-rating. 
This indicates y perhaps ^ that students gained the ability to 
assess more accurately their abilities and educational 
needs. 

Use of Tutorial Services 
Students were asked on the post-questionnaire if they 
used college tutorial services for writing assistance during 
the semester. Students in lower levels more often used tutorial 
assistance. Twenty-eight percent of the r>tudents two levels 
below freshman composition responded that they did, and 24% of 
those three levels below responded "yes." A further analysis of 
Table 15 shows little difference in course success rates of 
those who used tutorial services versus those who did not. 
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Table 8 
ESSAY 

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful aand Non-Successful Students 

by Level and Ethnicity 









Freshman 


Composxtxon 




1 


Level 


Belcw 




2 Levels Below 




3 Levels 


3elov 








n 


Pre 


Post 


Gaxn 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gaxn 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gaxn 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gaxn 


Black 


S 


5 


8.40 


8 60 


.20 


98 


6 


, 78 


6 . 


83 


.51 


65 


5.60 


5 


.95 


. 35 


18 


5.67 


6.00 


.33 


N 


t 


8.00 


5.00 


-3.00 


38 


6 


.45 


6, 


53 


.08 


11 


4.64 


4 


.36 


-.27 


4 


4.75 


5.00 


.25 


As xan 


S 


16 


6.13 


6.94 


.81 


130 


6 


.07 


6. 


25 


.18 


112 


4.99 


5 


.51 


. 52 


31 


4.16 


4.79 


.55 




N 


1 


8.00 


6.00 


-2. 00 


29 


4 


.31 


5. 


31 


1.00 


19 




4 


05 




3 


3.00 


2.00 


-1.00 


Hxspanxc 


S 


20 


7.95 


7.50 


-.45 


256 


6 


88 


7. 


41 


.54 


173 


5.86 


6 


11 


.25 


24 


4. 71 


5 . 29 


. 58 




N 


2 


8.00 


7 *>n 
/ » j\j 




60 


6 


03 


6. 


33 


.30 


34 


4. 74 


4 


97 


. 24 


1 


2.00 


6.00 


4.00 


P., A. 


S 


6 


7.83 


8.33 


.50 


55 


7 


44 


7. 


58 




38 


5.92 


6 


92 


1.00 


4 




6 . 00 


-1 . 00 






1 


10.00 


9.00 


-1 00 


11 


6 


82 


6. 


91 


.09 


5 


5.80 


6 


40 


0.60 










Whxte 


S 


145 


8.38 


8.57 


.19 


992 


7 


32 


7. 


54 


.41 


348 


6.28 


6 


77 


.49 


39 


5.90 


5.15 


.26 




N 

! 


15 


7.33 


8.13 


.80 


157 


6 


15 


6. 


7i 


.34 


32 


5.31 


6 


09 


.28 


8 


2.51 


4.38 


.38 


i 

! * TOTAL 

1 


s 


197 


8.13 


8.34 


.21 


1575 


7, 


11 


7. 


49 


.39 


766 


5.91 


6 


36 


.45 


117 


5.18 


5.56 


.39 


N 


20 


7.60 


7.85 


.25 


309 


6. 


24 


6. 


50 


.26 


101 


4.98 


5 


18 


.18 


17 


4.00 


4.41 


.41 


Total of 
Students 


All 


227 


8.09 


8.32 


>23 


2107 


6. 


98 


7. 


33 


.34 


922 


5.80 


6. 


21 


.40 


136 


5.00 


5.38 


.38 



S=Successful students (recexved A, B, C, or CR in course) 
N=Non-successful students (all others) 



Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores are 
avaxlable are xncluded xn thxs table. 



♦These data are provided xn the appendxx for each college 
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Table 9 
SENTENCE SENSE 

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students 

by Level and Ethnicity 









Freshman 


Composition 






1 Level 


Below 






2 Levels Below 




3 


[<evels Below 








n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


Black 


S 


5 


173 


.60 


172 


40 


-1 


20 


76 


160 


70 


162 


.04 


1 


.34 


57 


150 


.53 


153 


.72 


3 


.19 


19 


148 


.00 


150 


.00 


2.00 




N 


1 


164.00 


166 


> 00 


2 , 


00 


35 


154 


89 


156 


. 80 


1 


91 


10 


145 


.90 


147 


.00 


1 


.10 


3 


149 


.00 


146 


.00 


-3.00 


Asian 


S 


14 


158 


86 


161 


43 


2, 


57 


113 


156 


09 


159 


68 


3 


.47 


93 


148 


.73 


152 


94 


4 


.20 


25 


147 


.32 


151 


.40 






N 


2 


146 


50 


149 


00 


2, 


50 


27 


149 


48 


150 


96 


1 


48 


12 


142 


25 


144 


67 


2 


.42 


3 


141 


.67 


136 


.67 


-5.00 


Hispanic 


S 




161 


47 


167 


42 


5, 


95 


237 


159 


33 


162 


40 


3 


08 


163 


151 


57 


154 


85 


3 


28 


24 


151 


.54 


152 


.13 


.58 




N 


2 


150 


50 


156 


00 


5, 


50 


59 


151, 


14 


154 


51 


3 


37 


26 


147 


31 


151 


62 


4, 


31 


1 


135 


.00 


138 


.00 


3.00 


P. A. 


S 


6 


166 


33 


168 


17 


1. 


83 


51 


160 


41 


161 


94 


1 


.53 


38 


153 


.24 


156 


53 


3 


29 


4 


151 


.25 


152 


.75 


1.50 




N 


1 










-5. 


00 


10 


156 


90 


158 


60 


1, 


70 


5 


147 


00 


15C, 


40 


2. 


60 














White 


S 


138 


170 


40 


172 


09 


1. 


69 


808 


164 


22 


166 


42 


2 


23 


310 


156, 


94 


159, 


66 


2 


72 


42 


150 


.14 


150 


.05 


-.10 


N 


12 


164 


75 


166 


92 


2 


.17 


139 


158 


91 


161, 


22 


2. 


31 


26 


150, 


50 


151, 


50 


1 


00 


7 


142 


.57 


141 


.71 


-.86 


* TOTAL 


S 


187 


168. 


50 


170 


64 


2. 


14 


1320 


162 


18 


164, 


59 


2 


41 


687 


153. 


61 


156. 


78 


3, 


17 


116 


149 


.52 


150 


88 


1.36 


N 


18 


161, 


72 


163, 


89 


2. 


17 


280 


155, 


53 


157. 


89 


2 


32 


80 


147. 


30 


149. 


79 


2, 


49 


14 


143 


.21 


141 


29 


-1.93 


Total of 
Students 


All 


217 


167, 


75 


170, 


09 


2. 


34 


1767 


161, 


06 


163, 


34 


2 


28 


823 


152. 


97 


155. 


88 


2. 


91 


133 


148.57 


149 


60 


1.03 



S'Successful students (received A, C, or CR in course) 
N»Non-successful students (all others) 



Data for students for whom pre- and t -»st-test scores 
are available are included in this table.^ 



*These data are provided in the appendix for each college 
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Table 10 

COMPOSITION COMPOSITE (essay and sentence senae) 
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students 

by Level and Ethnicity 







Freshman 


Composition 






1 


[jevel 


Below 






2 Levexs Below 


3 Levels Below 






n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gain 


n 


P^e 


Post 


Gain 


Black 


S 


c 
D 


174 


.20 


179 


.60 


5 


.40 


72 


162 


.25 


168 


.49 


6 


,24 


49 


152 


.61 


159 


.88 


7, 


27 


17 


151.18 


158.47 


7.29 


N 


1 


168 


► 00 




. uu 


""•f 




32 


1 DO 




164 


69 


6 


. 66 


8 


147 


. 88 


151 


.13 


3 


. 25 


3 


148 . 33 


152.33 


4 . 00 


Asian 


S 


1 1 


156 


.77 


165 


.92 


9 


15 


108 


157 


.25 


1C4 


30 


7 


05 


85 


149 


.82 


1 58 


.04 


8 


22 


25 


146.76 


154.92 


8.16 


N 


1 


164 


.00 


162 


CO 


-2 


00 


25 


147 


.88 


156 


08 


8 


20 


11 


140 


.64 


146 


.63 


6 


00 


3 


139.00 


137.33 


-1.67 


Hxspanxc 


s 


19 


165 


37 


171 


53 


6 


16 


9 9 1 


161 


.28 


169 


69 


8 


41 


145 


154 


.01 


161 


77 


7 


76 


22 


150.27 


156.77 


6.50 


N 


1 


166 


00 


167 


00 


1 


00 


54 


154 


.13 


161 


56 


7 


43 


21 


148 


.91 


156 


05 


7 


14 


1 


135.00 


151.00 


16.00 


P. A. 




6 


168 


17 


174 


17 


6, 


00 


47 


163 


.64 


170.13 


6 


49 


33 




.12 


164 


30 


10 


18 


4 


156.75 


159.75 


3.00 




N 


1 


180 


00 


180 


00 






10 


159 


.60 


165 


40 


5 


80 


5 


148 


.60 


156 


80 


8 


20 










White 


S 


132 


172, 


26 


177, 


52 


5, 


26 


741 


165 


.64 


173, 


23 


7 


59 


283 


158 


15 


165 


76 


7 


61 


37 


153.49 


160.24 


6.76 


N 


12 


164. 


67 


174, 


50 


9. 


83 


133 


160 


.78 


166, 


87 


6, 


09 


22 


150 


77 


157. 


68 


6 


91 


6 


142.83 


147.83 


5.00 


TOTAL 


S 


180 


170, 


25 


175. 


94 


5. 


69 


1221 


163 


.74 


171. 


31 


7, 


58 


620 


155 


23 


163. 


07 


7 


84 


106 


150.88 


157.93 


7.05 






16 


165. 


88 


172. 


94 


7 


06 


264 


157 


.55 


164. 


22 


6, 


67 


67 


148 


02 


154. 


51 


6 


49 


13 


142.62 


146.69 


4.08 


Total of 


All 


196 


169. 




175, 












































Students 




98 


78 


5. 


80 


1485 


162 


71 


170. 


01 


7. 


31 


687 


154. 


59 


162. 


12 


7. 


53 


119 


149.74 


156.43 


6.69 



S-Successful students (received A, B, C or CR in course) Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores 

N-Non-Successful students (all others) are available are included m thli"table. 

♦These data are provided in the appendix for each college 
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Table 11 
READING COMPREHENSION 

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and Non-Successful Students 

by Level and Ethnicity 









Freshman Compos 


1 1 ion 




I 


Level Below 






2 Levels Below 




3 


Levels Below 










n 




Pre 


Post 


Gam 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gam 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gam 


n 


Pre 


Post 


Gam 


Black 


S 


2 


169 


.50 


164 


.50 


-5 


.00 


62 


154 


.40 


156 


.34 


1 


.94 


47 


144 


.53 


145 


.43 




.89 


1 / 


140 


.82 


142 


71 


1 


.88 




N 
















26 


144 


.42 


144 


.81 


0 


.38 


10 


145 


.10 


141 


.00 


-4 


.10 


2 


135 


.00 


135 


00 






Asian 


S 


1 


173 


.00 


135 


.00 


-38 


.00 


89 


153 


.82 


154 


.18 


0 


.36 


69 


144 


.70 


145 


.64 




.94 


24 


143 


.33 


143 


.67 




.33 




N 
















20 


144 


.70 


142 


.75 


-1 


.95 


6 


141 


.33 


137 


.00 


-4 


.33 


3 


135 


.00 


135 


00 






Hispanic 


S 


1 1 


161 


.09 


16 i 


.91 


-0 


18 


192 


154 


.72 


156 


.12 


1 


.39 


121 


147 


.74 


150 


.61 


2 


.87 


22 


149 


.68 


148 


68 


-1 


.00 


N 


1 


135 


.00 


161 


.00 


26 


00 


43 


147 


.09 


146 


.21 


-0 


.88 


30 


140 


.37 


143 


.07 




.70 


1 


145 


.00 


135 


00 


-10 


.00 


P. A. 


S 


1 


135 


.00 


147 


00 


12 


00 


44 


152 


.41 


164 


55 


12 


.14 


32 


149 


.53 


149 


.25 




.8 


4 


144 


.75 


146 


25 


-1 


.50 




N 
















5 


152 


.40 


149 


00 


-3 


40 


4 


140 


00 


137 


.00 


4 


.50 
















White 


S 


62 


168 


50 


168 


lu 


-0. 


40 


637 


161 


21 


162, 


21 


1 


00 


241 


153 


59 


15': 


65 


1 


.07 


32 


146 


.13 


jl49. 


72 


3 


.59 




N 


4 


160 


75 


160, 


75 


0. 


00 


75 


152 


00 


155. 


40 


3 


36 


21 


149 


48 


145 


14 


-4 


.33 


7 


138 


.43 


141. 


00 


2 


.57 


• TOTAL 


S 


82 


166 


98 


166. 


23 


-0. 


74 


1055 


158 


51 


159. 


99 


1. 


47 


531 


149, 


75 


142 


96 


1 


.38 


101 


145 


29 


146. 


53 


1 


.24 




N 


5 


155, 


60 


160. 


80 


5. 


20 


175 


148, 


.71 


149. 


76 


1. 


05 


71 


143, 


79 


160 


80 




83 


14 


137 


93 


138. 


00 




.07 


Total of 
Students 


All 


87 


166. 


57 


166. 


26 


-0. 


30 


1230 


157. 


25 


158. 


53 


1. 


28 


602 


148. 


90 


149. 


88 




98 


115 


144. 


31 


145. 


40 


1, 


09 









ERIC 



S^Successful students (received k, B/ d or CR m course) 
NaNon-successful students (all others) 



Data for students for whom pre- and post-test scores are 
available are included in this table. 



*These data are provided m the appendix for each college 



65 



66 




12.0 
9.0 
8.5 
8.0 



8.09 



7.5 
7.0 
6.5 
6.0 
5.5 
5.0 
4.5 
4.0 



7.33 



6.98 



New Jersey College Level Ability 



5.3fl 



5 0 



PRE POST 
3 LB 



6.21 



S.flO 




PRE POST 
2 LB 



PRE POST 
1 LB 



PRE POST 
FC 



Graph 2 

Average Pre-Test and Post-Test Essay Score 

by level 
for all colleges 



FC = Freshman Composition 

1 LB = One level below Freshman Composition 

2 LB = Two levels below Freshman Composition 

3 LB = Three levels below Freshman Composition 
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Graph 3 

Average Raw Score Gain by Average P re-Test Score 

by level 
for all colleges 



FC = Freshman Composition 

ILB = One level oelow Freshman Composition 

2 LB = Two level s below Frech.aan Composition 

3LB = Three levels below Freshman Composition 
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Table 12 

Percent Diotribution of Average Raw Score Essay Gain 

by Level 

For All Colleges 



1 

Raw Score Gain 


Level 


Freshman 
Composi tion 


1 Level Below 


2 Levels Below 


r ■ 

3 Levels Below 


n= 


7 


26 


22 


6 


< .01 


14% 


15% 


18% 


50% 


.01 - .25 


57 


19 


9 


17 


.26 - .50 


29 


23 


36 




.51 - .75 




31 


18* 


33 


.76 - 1.00 




8 


14 




> 1.00 




4 


5 




Average 


.23 


.34 

1 


.40 


.38 



*EXAMPLE: 18% of all colleges who of^er writing courses two levels below 
freshman composition demonstrated an average essay gain in raw 
scores between the pre- and post-f.egt of .51 to .75 for those 
students enrolled t;^o leve.lG below. 
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Tabl. 13 



Percent of Completing Students Prepared for Next 
English Writing Course Level, According to Essay 
Pre- and Post-Scores by Level 



Course Level 


1— ' 

Pre-Essay Mean 


% of Students Having Post-Essay 
Score > to Pre-Essay Mean of 
Next Course Level 


Freshroan 
- Composition 


8 


- 


1 Level Below 


7 


50% 


2 Levels Below 


6 


41% 


3 Levels Below 




48% 
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Table 14 

Post-Rating of Writing Ability by Pre-Rating of Writing Ability 



1 

1 

I 


Post-Rating 




Pre-Rating 


Write 
Poorly 


Can' t 
Write Wei] 


Write OK 


Write Well 


Write 
Very Well 


PRE 
TOTAL 


N= 


IIU 


OCA 


2534 


1386 


113 


4593 


Write Poorly 


21% 


27% 


47%* 


6% 


0 


6% 


Can • t Write Well 


5 


26 


61 


8 


1% 


12 


Write Okay 


1 


4 


69 


25 


1 


60 


Write Well 


0 


1 


25 


67 


6 


21 


Write Very Well 


0 


0 


8 


54 


37 


2 


POST TOTAL 


2 


8 


57 


30 


3 





♦EXAMPLE: 47% of the students who stated at the beginning of the semester that they 
"write poorly" stated at ti.e end of the semester what they "write okay"- 



Table 15 

Success in Courses By Use of Tutorial Services 

By Level 



Use of 
Tutorial 
Services 


n 


Successful 
(A,B,C,Cr) 


Non- 
Successful 
(D,F,NCr) 


Non- 
Conplster 
(W,I) 


Total 


Freshman Corap. 












Yes 


42 


86% 


12% 


2% 


8% 


No 


489 


87 


8 


5 


90 


Not Available 


11 


82 


18 




z 




















21% 


4% 


17% 


No 


2095 


78 


17 


5 


81 


Not Available 


38 


53 


42 


5 


2 


2 Levels Below 












Yes 


359 


84% 


15% 


1% 


28% 


No 


893 


81 


16 


3 


70 


Not Available 


17 


77 


18 


6 


1 


3 Levels Below 












Yes 


54 


78% 


15% 


7% 


24% 


No 


160 


83 


14 


3 


72 


Not Available 


9 


56 


44 


0 


4 
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APPENDICES 



College Tables 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 



This study has been successful in developing a student 
outcomes evaluation model for use in conununity colleges , and 
this model has been successfully used to describe student 
outcomes of remedial English writing students. In additjon, 
we now have a large base of information about 7500 remedial 
students who were enrolled in writing courses at 29 
colleges. This data base can, and will, be used for 
comparisons and follow-up and to address additional issues. 

Remediation is an important issue in California 
postsecondary education. As a result of large nximbers of 
underprepared students entering postsecondary education, 
policy questions ranging from finance to open access and 
instructional methodologies have been posed. Three key 
questions surround these policy discussions. Does reiredial 
education matter in colleges? Can community colleges 
successfully remediate large numbers of underprepared students? 
Does the result justify the cost? 

Central to these policy questions is the theme of this 
study: What are student outcomes in remedial instruction? 
The LARC Student Outcomes Evaluation Model has been used to 
link these critical questions. 

Each of the outcomes criteria used student goal 

satisfaction, retention, and skills acquisition addresses a 

variety of policy considerations. These include: 

. Student Goal Satisfaction . New matriculation policies 
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reflect the relationship between student success and student 
goals. 



Retention * An important policy issue in retention is 



reflected in the question, "Is the college experiencing a 
revolving door for remedial students?" Policy makers also want 
to know, "Do students progress beyond remedial courses?" 



Skills Acquisition . In the area of skills acquisition 



there has been much debate on the issue of academic floor. The 
question, "Is there a level beneath which there is minimal 
skills growth?" has many implications. 

The following highlights from this study's findings 
provide us with information with which to address these 
issues. It is information that, for the most part, has 
never been documented before. And it is information that 
speaks well for the community colleges' remedial English 
writing programs: 



. W( .vnow what the students' educational and course 
goals are. 

. We know that students complete their course 

objectives at very high rates. 
. We know that many students change their long-term 

educational goals. 

Retention 

. Students successfully complete remedial English 
writing courses at very high rates. 



Student Goal Satisfaction 
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students re-enroll in college and English courses the 
following semester at very high rates. 90 percent of 
the students who are successful in their course 
persist to another semester. 
Many remedial students go cn and move out of 
remediation into college level courses, taking a 
greater proportion of nonremedial courses during the 
second semester. 

Many of these remedial students remain full-time 
students. 

Skills Acquisition 
Skills gains were made in composition at all levels 
of English writing, even within a limited time frame 
of instruction. 

The lower the course level, the greater the gain. 
Certain minority groups scored lower initially but 
gained more than the total group. 

Students who complete writing courses move towards 
college level preparedness in skills, and students 
enrolled in the level below freshman composition do, 
on the average, exit the course with appropriate 
freshman composition entry scores. 

Students increase their self confidence in writing, 
their confidence in thair ability to be successful in 
college courses, and the value they place on basic 
skills knowledge. 
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Some Implications of the Results 
. Because students* goals change, colleges preparing 

for matriculation need to have a well developed 

procedure to register and track student goals. 
. Ethnicity appears to relate to success in college; 

research is needed to identify variables that 

contribute to and facilitate success. 
. There is a range of effects in the 29 colleges, 

demonstrating a need to study the practices which 

contribute the most to success. Skills assessment 

methods must be appropriate for each curriculum. 
. Students at remedial levels justify the educational 

investment made for them; they persist at high rates 

and acquire large gains in skills. 
. Fostering success in remedial courses is of utmost 

importance r since 90% of course-successful students 

persisted to the next semester. 
. Self-acsessment of writing abilities does not appear 

to be a reliable placement instrument for many 

students. (See preliminary report.) 
. Definitions of course levels and placement processes 

across colleges are more congruent than we 

anticipated. (See preliminary report*) 
. To be accountable and to fully describe community 

college outcomes, we must use multiple outcomes 

measures . 
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. T^e benchmark to demonstrate skills growth should be 
progress towards college level course preparedness. 

Value of Study Beyond Research Questions 
As the results were both quantitative and qualitative, 
so too were there quantitative and qualitative gains for 
participants and colleges. 

. There is demonstrated interest across colleges in 
finding out more about student outcomes. There is 
significant voluntary commitment and follow-through 
on the part of the colleges without state regulatory 
motivation. 

. As this study was a partnership of several 

associations, groups, and agencies, it is apparent we 
can work together. This partnership also elicited an 
improved cooperation between state and local systems, 
thus validating the worth of cooperative partnerships 
in problem solving at the state and local levels. 

The project staff look forward to a second successful 
year, including follow-up on Year One students to obtain 
more outcomes information and implementation of the model in the 
reading program area. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
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The college tables provide the same information for 
each college^ for the most part, that was provided for the 
total colleges sample in the body of this report. In this 
way, colleges may compare their findings with the total 
sample and with similar colleges. Colleges are identified 
by identification numbers. They are also identified in 
categories by enrollment size, percent ethnic minority 
enrollment, and large urban/urban/suburban/rural 
environment. The key below will assist the reader in 
identifying types of colleges appropriate for comparisons. 



tAKQl COtLIQBS 



Large Minority 


M«diun Minority 


Small Minority 


IV VV {) iJ i) V 


U U 


U U S S S 


I 2 3 4 5 6 


7 8 


9 10 11 12 13 



MEDIUM COLLEGBS 



Large Minority 


Medium Minority 


Small Minority 


S S S LU 


S S S 


U 


14 15 16 17 


le 19 20 


21 



SMALL COLLEGES 



Large Minority 


Medium Minority 


Small Minority 


R 


U U S S R R 


R 


22 


23 24 25 26 27 28 


29 



Large College enrollment - > 13000 
Medium College enrollment - 7000-13000 
Small College enrollment ■ < 7000 

Large Minority « > 40% Medium Minority » 25-40% 

Small Minority - < 25% (fall 1985) 

LU « Large Urban U « Urban 

S * Suburban R m H^iral 



58 

81 



9 



Tabl-* A 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
by Level and College 















SUCCESS IN OOUBSE 


QCUHSE IZ^TEL 


SLIXZSS IN OXIRSE 


rffisnmi 


1 LEVEL 
BOOf 


2 LEVELS 
BELON 


3 LEVELS 


FRESffAN 

CGrffosmcN 


1 LEVEL 
BEUM 


2 I£VELS 
BEXOW 


3 LEVELS 
BELCH 


Coll«9* 1 1 

Succmful (A.B.C.Cr) 
Non-SuccMsfuI (D.F.rCr) 
Han-Convl«ter(W,l) 


N»67 

64% 

3 
23 


N-175 

74% 

10 
15 


N»50 

66% 

12 
22 




GoUega # 7 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 

Nan-Succ«ssfuI(D,F,NCr} 

Hon<aapletezm,l) 




N»109 

61% 

19 
20 


N-73 

75% 

8 
16 


N«76 

72% 

7 
21 


ColXra < 2 

Sucrestful (^.B,C.Cr) 
>ion-CORpleter(H,I) 


N»56 

52% 

9 
39 


N-71 

73% 

6 
21 


N«71 

54% 

25 
21 


N-79 

68% 

15 
17 


CoU«g« ♦ 10 

Successful (A^B.C.Cr) 
M3n*Successful (D.F.tCr) 
Nan>Ccaipl3ter(W,l) 


N« 1 

0 
0 

100% 


N»32 

S9% 

8 
23 


N»106 

73% 

16 
11 


JI-71 

66% 

25 
9 


Sucsmful (A.BtC.Cr) 

tl9n-Succ«sfui.<D,F,rCr) 

Non-Co^pi«tM:(W,I) 




N»ioa 

49% 

41 

10 


N»36 

86% 

14 
0 


N«33 

73% 

18 
9 


coiiMe » :i 

Successful (A^B.C.Cr) 
Nan*Suoctssf ul ( D , F 
Non-Ccnpletsr(W.I) 


N»69 

70% 

17 
13 


N»132 

68% 

15 
17 


'50 

78% 

12 
10 




<^cccff^^1l (A.B.C.Cr) 
rnii-s«icwf«ful. (D.r.NCr) 
tic -ConvietertW.I) 


N»61 

72% 

7 
21 


N»240 

36% 

51 
13 






CoUmgt » 12 

Successful (A.BrCfCr) 
Nan-Successful (D.F.iCr) 
NQn-Cca|}leter(W,Z) 




N-175 
83% 

14 i 

3 ^ 






tion-CdBpl«t«r(H.l) 




N»106 
64% 
18 
18 


N«:27 

69% 

20 
12 






CoUegs # 13 
Successful (A.BrC.Cr) 
Non-Ccppleter (K.I) 




N^141 

67% 

21 
11 


N«d8 

66% 

17 
17 




Siccmful (A.B.C.Cr) 
Non-Succ»t8fuI (D,F,NCr) 
Non-Ca«pl«t«r(W.l) 


N»20 

100% 
0 
0 


N»129 

701 

2V 
3 


N»36 

81% 
14 

6 


ll« 7 

14% 

86 

0 


Collegt # 14 

Successful (A.3.C.Cr) 
Non-Suocessful (D.F.NC^ 
i'teHZenpletertW.I) 




N»102 

72% 
28 

1 


N«106 

57% 
43 

0 





Table A 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Level and College 







OCXJRSI 


: LEVEL 




OOUPSE LEVEL 


'^XXXr-S IN CXJURSE 


ajrT>osiTioN 


1 LLVTL 
BEUW 


2 LEVELS 


3 ur xs 

j DHLCW 


SUCCESS IN COURSE 


FRESHMAN 

oonosmoN 


1 LEVEL 
BELOW 


2 LEVELS 
BEl£M 


3 LEVELS 
BELOW 


CollcKje f 15 




N=15C 


N=132 




Cbllege i 23 


N=48 


N=82 


N=78 




Successful (A,D,C,Cr) 
rir3«-Succpssful (D,r,rJCr) 
tJ«i-Ccf!f>leter(W,I) 




54% 

13 
33 


74% 

12 

14 




Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Mon-Successful (D,F,rCr) 
Non-Cottpieter (W, I) 


94% 
6 
0 


82% 

13 
5 


74% 

23 
3 




Colleae f 16 


N=36 


N=59 


N = 70 




College i ^4 


N=33 


N=197 






Sticcossfiil (A,B,C,Cr) 
r lon-Con|>leter ( W , I ) 


67 % 

19 

14 


85% 

5 
10 


80 % 
11 
9 




Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
r'on-Successf ul (D,r,tCr) 
rJon-CaTpieter(W,I) 


64% 

24 

12 


61% 
32 
8 






UolieoB tl8 

/?»KXessfiil (A,B,C,Cr) 
M^i-Siicccssfal (D,F,r«:r) 
rJon-Conf>leter(W,I) 


Na92 

71% 

12 

17 


N=116 

67% 

16 
17 


N=154 

54% 

2? 
19 




college #25 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Suocessful (D,F,NCr) 
Non-Conpleter (W, I) 


N = 61 

69^ 

3 
28 


N=120 

71% 

7 
23 


N=: 82 

68% 

9 
23 


N=10 

40% 

50 
10 


College # X9 

S'iccoMaa (A,B,C,Cr) 
tIo!i-r.iiccc«=5?ful (D,r,tlCr) 
tJor.-CoiTvleter(W,I) 




N = 166 

66% 

21 

14 


N=50 

52% 

24 

24 




Cbllege » 26 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non- success ful ( D , F , NCr) 
Non-Conpie ter ( W , I ) 




Nx84 

68% 

5 
27 


N=110 

77% 

6 
16 




Colleqe 1 20 

Mtccessiiu lA,p,c»Crj 
I Jo!i -Siircej^s f u U P , F , I JCr ) 
tton-Cont^ileter(W,I) 




N = 133 
77% 
14 
9 


N = 58 
31% 
16 
3 




College »27 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Mon-Successful (0,F, tiCr) 
Non-Conpleter ( W , I) 


Ns=102 

74% 

7 
20 


N=112 

72% 

9 
19 


N = 103 

78% 

13 

10 


N = :4 

82% 

6 
13 


College » 21 

i;iK:x:ossful (A,B,C,Cr) 
tJrtn-Success f ul (D , F , tx:r ) 
Hon-Oonvleter<W,I) 




N = 136 

79% 
21 


N = 60 

75% 
25 
0 




Cbllege # 28 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D,F,NCr) 
Non-Conpleter(W,I) 




N^103 

79% 
22 
2 


N«49 

78% 
22 
0 




Cbllege 1 22 

Successful {A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D,F,jJCr) 
Non-Q»pleter(W,I) 


N«55 

67% 

15 
18 


N = 163 

74% 

10 
16 


N*56 

77% 

11 
13 

1 




College # 29 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Succ^sful (D,F,N:r) 
Non-Conpleter (W, I) 




N*26 

65% 

35 
0 
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Table B 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Ethnicity and College 



Aiwrican 
Itidian 



College # 1_ 

Succe9s(ul 
(A.B.C.Cr) 

N0O-SOCC«3S. 

\0.r,fjcr) 



SuccvmCuI 
(A.B«C«Cr) 

HCffl'SuCCMS. 

(D«r«NCr) 
(N«I) 



S«jcc«ssfui 
(A.B.C.Cr) 

flon-SucceM. 
(0,r,MCr) 



n«5 
100% 

0 



n«3 
33% 



Blacli 



n-4S 
67% 

11 
22 



n«2 



100% 
0 



n-42 
57% 

14 

29 



n-57 
53% 

40 

9 



Asian 



n»14 
79% 

7 
14 



n-37 
87% 

3 

11 



n-22 
55% 

36 

9 



PKific 
Islander 



n-4 

50% 



50 



n«5 
60% 

40 



n«4 
75% 

25 



Nitiva 



Phillip 
lliapanic Anacic. 



n«42 
62% 

7 
31 



n«44 
61% 

9 

30 



n-32 

69% 

25 
6 



n-7 
71% 

14 
14 



n«7 
57% 

14 

29 



n«5 



40 
20 



Other 

Moo— 



n«3 

67' 
0 
33 



r«3 
33% 

67 



Whit* 



n-166 
74% 

10 
17 



TOTAL 



n-286 
71% 

9 
20 



n»121 
611 

15 



n«54 
72% 

20 

7 



n«262 
63% 

13 

24 



n«176 
61% 

31 



Coll«9« I 



Successful 
(A,B,C,Cc) 

Non-Success, 

Non<oaipletec 

(W«I) 



College t 5 

Successful 

(A,B,C,Cr) 

Non-Success. 

(U,r, NCr) 

Non-Co*|3l«tet 



Anericsn 
Indian 



n«5 
20% 

40 
40 



n«2 
100% 



CoUeqe 



Successful 
(A,fl,C,Cr) 

Non- Success. 
(D,r,IJCr) 

Non-Completer 



Blac^ 



n-2 
41% 
41 

18 



n-18 
50% 

22 
28 



n-3 
100% 

0 

0 



n-17 
77% 

24 



Asian 



n-26 
46% 

<16 
8 



n-46 
= 7% 

26 
17 



Pacific 
Islander! 



n«4 

50% 

25 
25 



Alaskan 
Native 



n-19 ! n«l 



42% 

58 



100% 



Hispanic 



Phillip 
Awic. 



n-31 n-15 



45% 

45 

10 



j n-54 
67% 

24 



33% 

60 



n-37 
76% 

22 

3 



n-7 
57% 

43 



n«2 
100% 

0 

0 



Othar 

Non- 



n-2 
50% 

0 
50 



Wilte I TOTAL 



n-193 n-298 

44% I 43% 

41 I 42 

16 I 15 



n«7 
57% 

14 

29 



n«4 
50% 

25 



n-96 I n-230| 
751 t 67% 



10 



15 



19 



15 



n«81 j n»164 

60% 74% 

17 I 23 

3 
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Table B 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Ethnicity and College 













Anwcicai 
Inchan 


Black 


Asian 


Pacific 
islande 


Alaskar 
r Native 


Mispani 


c Awecic. 


Oth*c 
rian- 


Wute 


TOTAL 




n-1 


n-15 


n-40 


n-4 




n-27 
67% 

19 
15 




n-6 
67% 

33 
0 

2 


0 

n*l47 

67% 

14 

20 

57 


n-257 
69% 

13 
20 


(A.B.C.Cr) 

Mon-Siicces3. 
(O.F.flCcJ 

(w.n 


0 

100% 

0 


67% 

7 

27 


85% 

5 
10 


0 
0 

100% 




n-17 
71% 

6 

24 

7 


Col leg* 1 10 

Successful 
(A.B.CCc) 


n-1 

0 


n»3 
67% 


n»49 
80% 


n»l 

C 




n-20 
55% 


n-2 
100% 


n-4 
25% 


n-147 
71% 


n-227 
70% 


(•on-Succeas. 
(O.P.NCr) 


0 


33 


16 


0 




25 


0 


75 


14 


17 


Won-Coin»l#t«r 

(W.I) 


100% 


0 


4 


100% 




20 


0 


0 


15 


13 


Coileqe g 11 

Success Cul 
(A.B.C.Cr) 


100% 


n-6 
67% 


n-13 
69% 


n-3 
67% 


n-1 
100% 


n-9 
78% 


n-1 
100% 


i.»l 
100% 


n-21.^ 
70% 


n-249 
71% 


flni-Sitccess. 


0 


33 


8 


33 


0 


11 


0 


0 


15 


15 


ricHi-f 'oHfvleter 


0 


0 


23 


0 


0 


11 


0 


0 


15 


14 


i:oll9'4% 1 12 
(A.n.C.cr) 


n-1 
100% 


n«10 
70% 


n»lS 
87% 


n-2 
50% 


n-1 
0 


n-14 
71% 


n-2 
100% 


n-2 
100% 


n-122 
86% 


n-169 
83% 


H'i»i-n«K;r^'»S. 
(H.P.NCr) 


0 


30 


7 


50 


0 


29 


0 


0 


12 


14 


Mrni-Co««pleter 
(W.I) 


0 


0 


7 


0 


100% 


0 


0 


0 


3 


3 











Aiiiericai 
Indian 


Black 


Asian 


Pacific 
Xsiande 


Alaskan 
c Native 


Hlspani 


Phillip 
: Aoeric. 


. Other 
Hon- 


White 


TOTAL 


College 1 13 


n-2 

0 


n*13 
69% 


n-24 
75% 
















Successful 
(A.B.C.Cr) 






n-26 
47% 


n»5 
80% 


n»3 
67% 


n-15 
70% 


^ n-227 
67% 


tton-Success. 
(D.P.NCr) 


50% 


8 


17 






35 


0 


0 


19 


19 


ttoo'Conpletet 
(H.I) 


50 


23 


8 






19 


20 


33 


12 


1 4 


College 1 14 

Successful 
(A.B.C.Cr) 


n-2 
50% 


n-5 
40% 


n-7 
71% 


n-1 
100% 




n-146 
60% 


n«l 
100% 


n-3 
67% 


n-41 
76% 


n-206 
64% 


Non-Success. 
(D.P.NCr ) 


50 


60 


29 


0 




40 


0 


33 


22 


36% 


Non-Conyletar 
(H.I) 


0 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


2 


J 


College t 15 




n-32 
47% 


n>-34 
77% 






n-62 
63% 










Successful 
(A.B.C.Cr) 


n-5 
80% 


n-9 
44% 




n-32 
72% 


n-4 
50% 


n-97 
65% 


n-275 
64% 


Non-Success 

(D.P.NCc) 


0 


25 


0 


11 




19 


6 


25 


12 


J3 


Non-Completec 

(W.I) 


20 


28 


24 


44 




18 


22 


25 


23 


23 
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Table B 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Ethnicity and College 





Alwrican 

iKliSfl 


Black 


Asian 


Xslanctei 


Alaskan 
: H«tiv« 


aisc»ni( 


Phillip 


Othsc: 
Nbn- 


Hhits 


TOTAL 


C0ll«q« 1 16 




n*13 


n*27 








n*13 


n"l 


n«54 


n-165 


SuocvmCuI 
(A.a.C.Cr) 


67% • 


62% 


70% 






80% 


80% 


100% 


87% 


79% 


Hdo~ Success* 

(o.f.rcr) 


0 


23 


22 






11 


0 


0 


6 


11 


Nbn-Caapl«t«i 






















(N.O 


33 


IS 


7 






9 




0 


7 


10 


Coil«9t t 18 


n-2 


n«30 


i)»28 


n»2 




fi-67 


n-6 


n-U 


n-214 


n-360 


SuccMsCui 
























50% 


S0% 


36% 


100% 




54% 


33% 


91% 


69% 


62% 


(0.f*NCr) 


0 


27 


25 


0 




28 


33 


9 


16 


20 


Mon«<GaapUttc 






















(W.I) 


SO 


23 


39 


0 




18 


33 


0 


15 


18 


CbllS9« i 19 




n*34 


n-22 


n-3 


n-1 


n-14 


fi-11 


n-1 


n-12: 


n-209 


SilCCVMfui 






















(A.B.CCr) 


;oo% 


59% 


59% 


67% 


100% 


64% 


46% 


100% 


64% 


62% 


Non*5uccMS. 






















(D.f«rCr) 


0 


X9 


27 


0 


0 


14 


55 


0 


17 


22 


Moo-Cosplster 






















(M.X) 


0 


12 


14 


33 


0 


21 


0 


0 


19 


16 



COllsgs t jQ 

Successful 
(A,B,C,Cr) 



rion-Succtss. 
Moo-Coinpltttc 



CoAl*9« > 21 

Successful 
(A«B.C.Cr) 

Nbn-Succ*ss. 

'too-Coi^ltttr 
(M.U 



CoUsqc I 22 

Succtsaful 
(A.a.C.Cr) 



M0O-SilCCS9S, 

(O.P.NCr) 

Noo-Cqmpltttr 

(M.I) 



Amrrtcan 
tnrlisn 



n«2 
50% 

SO 

0 



Black 



n-5 
80% 

20 



n-2 
50% 

50 



n-4 
75% 

25 

0 



n-4 
50% 

25 

25 



n-3 
67% 

33 

0 



Asian 



n-27 
32% 

U 



n-15 
93% 



n-10 
50% 

10 



Pacific 
^alandK 



n-1 
100% 



Al, 
Native 



lllspan 



n-1 
100% 

0 

0 



n.25 
68% 

12 

20 



n-S4 
76% 

24 

0 



n«ai 

69% 
14 

17 



Phillip 



n-14 
36% 

14 



Ottter 
■I nil an. 



n-1 

0 



Mhite 



n-il6 
79% 



n-24 
75% 



21 



100% ■ 15 



n.3 

0 

100% 

0 



n-il^ 
80% 

20 



r.l45 
79% 

10 



TOTAL 



n-191 
78% 

15 



n-192 
78% 

Z? 

0 



11-268 
74% 

11 

15 
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Table B 

Percent Distribution of Course Success 
By Ethnicity and College 





Indiait 


n 

BUck 


Aaian 


Pacific 
Uland* 


AUsJuu 
t Nativt 


\ 

Hiapvii 


Phillip 
c Amric. 


. Oth«r 
Non* 


Whit* 


TOTAL 


r — — 


Amec ica 
1 Iitdian 


r, 

Black 


Asian 


PftC 1 f 1 < 


> lAlaska 


n| 


I 


). orh-c 






SUCCtMfUl 

(A.a«C,Cr) 


n-2 


n-7 
71% 


n-U 
73% 


n-5 
100% 




n-31 
77% 


n"4 
75% 










IslaiKk 


?r Native 


} jHtspani 


cjAmenc 


• '.on- 




1 "^OTAL 


100% 




n-4 

100% 


n-14 
84% 


n-20S 
83% 


College \ 27 
Socceaa'ul 


n-6 




n«21 


n-2 




n-24 




n -4 


n«299 


.1-364 


tton>SucctM. 


0 


29 


27 


0 




22 


25 


Q 


1 1 


14 


(A.B.CX^) 


83% 


63% 


67% 


100% 




79% 




100% 


?6l 


7S% 


(W,I) 


0 


0 


0 


0 




0 


0 


0 


4 


3 


(O.F.NCc) 

Non-CowpJet»i 
(W,I) 


0 
17 


\ 3 
25 


24 

10 


0 
0 




13 
8 




0 
0 


8 
16 


9 
IS 


0>11«9« 1 24 


n»5 


n-16 


n-4 






































SllCC«UfUl 

(A«B«C«Cr) 

NOO-SUCCVM. 

(0«r«NCr) 


40% 


69% 

31 


50% 

50 






n-76 

50% 

38 


n-1 
100% 

0 


n-2 
100% 

0 


n-123 
08% 
24 


n-227 
61% 

30 


Colieqt % 28 

Soccta«£ul 

(A,B,C.Cr) 

NOH'-SucceM . 
(Oif.NCc) 


n-3 
100% 

0 


n-3 
67% 

33 


n-3 
67% 

33 






n-*)9 
80% 

20 


n-3 
100% 

0 




n-76 
79% 

18 


n-J47 
8l% 

19 


(W.I) 


0 


0 


0 






12 




0 


8 


8 


Non<o(ipltttc 


0 


0 


0 






0 


0 




3 


1 


Collt9« i_2S 


n-3 


n-46 








































SUCC*MfUl 
(A,B«C,Cr) 

Non-SucceM. 
(0,rMCr) 

(W.I) 


100% 

Q 

0 


54% 

1 7 

2B 


n-lB 
67% 

22 
11 


n-S 
100% 

0 
0 




n-17 
65% 

0 
35 


n-13 
46% 

8 
46 


n-4 
75% 

25 
0 


n-16C 
73% 
4 

23 


n-266 
68% 

8 
24 


Coll«9« t 

Succtssful 
(A.B.C.Cc) 

Non-SuccvM • 

(O.F.NCc) 

Non-Co«plettc 

(W.I) 


n-1 

0 

100% 

0 


n-5 
20% 

80 
0 


n-1 
100% 

0 
0 


n-1 
100% 

0 
0 




n-2 
50% 

50 
0 




n-1 

0 

00% 

0 


n-14 
86% 

14 

0 


n-25 
64% 

36 

0 


Coil«9« f 26 


n-1 


n-32 


n-17 


n-1 




n-32 


n-2 




. 

n-106 
75% 


n-193 
731 














1- 










(A.B.CCr) 


100% 


63% 


82% 


100% 




69% 


100% 


























(0,r,NCr) 


0 


3 


6 


0 




9 


0 




6 


6 






















Hon-Co«pUt«i 
(W*I) 


0 


34 


12 


0 




22 


0 




19 


21 














Q 1 









ERIC 92 



as 

Ul 




Percent Di 
By Level 



Cours« L#vl 
rrcstMn. Coup. 

1 Uv«I Balotf 

2 L«v«la telow 

3 LttVttla Mow 
ethnicity 

Aflitrican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

PaciCic Xalandar 
Alaakan Nativa 

Hispanic 

Philippina Aaar. 
Uhita 
Succaaa in Coucaa 
Soccaaa r ul ( A * B , C , Cr ) 
Non-SuccaMCul (D*P,ICr ) 
NQn-Coi9i«tar(W*Z) 

TDTAf. 



fall 1955^ 



56 
70 
70 
79 

3 
41 

37 
5 
0 

44 
7 

120 

173 

39 
63 

275 



Table C 

stribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College 

Collaq a #3 





Nuatiar in sW« 
fall weT^ 




Couraa Laval 






PraaNMA. OoMp. 


56 


98% 


1 Uv«l Balow 


156 


100 


2 Lavala Balov 


44 


100 


3 Lavala Balon 


0 


0 


ethnicity 






Anarican Indian 


5 


100% 


Black 


37 


100 


Asian 


13 


100 


Pacific lalandar 


4 


100 


Alaskan Nativa 


0 




lliapanic 






Philippina Aaiar. 


6 


100 


Nhita 


145 


99 


Succaaa in Couraa 






Succaaaeul(A«B«c«Cr) 


192 


100% 


Non-Succaaarul(D»P»ICr) 


21 


100 


Non-Co8|>latar(M*I) 


43 


100 


TOTAL 


250 


10.; 



75% 
89 
71 
70 

33% 

73 

92 
80 
0 
77 
100 
74 

87% 

69 
49 

76 



94 





Nuabar in Saspla 

Fa 11 1 QfW 


% WW Enroiiad in Coliaga " 

Spring l9oi 


Coursa Laval 






Praahnan* Oosp* 


0 


0 


1 Laval Balow 


108 


77% 

83 
88 


2 Lavala Balo«# 

3 Lavala Balo«# 

ethnicity 


JO 

33 


Asiarican Indian 


2 


100% 


Black 


57 


83 


Asian 




73 


Pacific lalandar 


4 


50 


Alaskan Nativa 


0 


0 


Hispanic 


32 


84 


Philippina Aaar . 


5 


80 


Nhita 


54 


80 


Succasa in Coursa 




5uccasseul(A*B*C,Cr) 


108 


87% 


Non-SuccaaaCul (0*P*NCr ) 


55 


78 


Non-Co«platar(HfI) 


14 


36 


TOTAL 


177 


ftfi 1 


Collaqa 14 




Nuabar in Saopis 

fall 19e6^ 


"^lS^r?i^^?9i9^^^*^ 


Coursa Laval 
PrashsMn. Conp. 

1 Laval Balow 

2 Lavala Balow 


61 
240 
0 


95% 

87 
0 


3 Lavala Balow 


0 


0 


Ethnicity 






Anarican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific lalandar 


5 
22 
26 

4 


80% ! 

77 
100 
100 


Alaakan Nativa 


0 


Hispanic 


31 


0 
94 
87 
88 


Philippina Aaar. 
Uhita 
Succasa in Coursa 


15 
193 


Succtaarul ( A , B * C , Or ) 


130 


97% 


Non-SuccaaaCul ( 0, P.NCr ) 


127 


88 
66 


Non<oa|>latac(N,I) 


44 


IQTAL 


301 


39 



9^ 



Table C 

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
By Level/ Ethnicity/ Course Success/ and College 



coll«g«_ 



15 





Nunder in Saaolm 


% Who Enrolled in College 

Qrtr 1 no 1 OR*? 

opt J. ng 1 / 


CourM L»vttl 






Pr«shMn. Comp. 


0 


0 


1 L9V«1 Balov 


106 




2 Ltvtlft Balov 


127 


Oil 


3 Uvttls etlov 


V 


0 


Ethnicity 






AMttican Indian 


2 


50% 


Black 


18 


56 


Asian 


46 


O / 


Pacific lalandar 


0 


f\ 
\J 


Alaakan lUtiva 


0 


0 


Hiapanic 


54 


83 


Philippine Aiiar. 


7 


57 


Wiita 


96 


7Q 


Succasa in Oouraa 




Succasaf ul ( A, B« C ,Cr ) 


155 


86% 


Moo-Succtasf ul ( D, P ,NCr ) 


44 


73 


Non-Coi^latariH,!) 


34 


50 


TOTAL 


233 I 


79 



Coiia9« 



Couraa Laval 
Praah^n. Caa|>. 

1 Laval Balow 

2 Lavala Beiov 

3 Lavala Balov 
ettinisitv 

AMarican Indian 

Black 

Afiian 

Pacific lalandar 
Alaskan Nativa 

tiiapanic 

Philippine Aaar. 
Mhita 
gMCC— in CDuraa 
Succaaaful(A*B*C,Cr) 
Noo-Succaaaf ul ( D, P , MCr ) 
Non-CoaplatarCwa) 



Number in Saipla' 
Fall 1966^ 



TOTAL 



20 
127 
35 



3 
17 
19 

1 

0 
37 

2 
80 

140 
46 

3 

189 



ERiC 



96 



80% 

91 
89 

71 

100% 

88 

95 
100 
0 

92 
50 
84 

88% 

89 
100 

88 



College 



47 





Fall 1986 


% Who Enrolled in College 
Spring 1987 ^ 


Course Level 






Frestwan. Ccn^. 


0 


0 


1 Laval Balow 


101 


90% 


2 Lavala Below 


73 


82 


3 Lavala Below 


72 


66 


Etlmicity 






American Indian 


1 


100% 


Black 


1 3 


80 


Asian 


39 


90 


Pacific Islander 


2 


0 


Alaskan Native 


0 


0 


Hispanic 


25 


76 


Philippine Aner. 


17 


94 


Hhite 


140 


89 


Success in Course 






Success f u 1 ( A ' B f C f Cr ) 


1 /o 


95% 


Non-Successful (D« P« NCr ) 


32 


84 


Non-CoH^leter ( Nf X ) 


38 


47 


TOTAL 


246 


ft7 

O f 


u>iiege txu 












1 


Fall 1966^ 


% **» Enrolled in College 
Spring 1987 ^ 


Course Level 






FreatMan. Coiif>. 


1 


0 


1 Level Below 


52 


92% 


2 Levela Below 


106 


72 


3 Levels Below 


70 


91 


Etitnicity 






AMarican Indian 


1 


0 


Black 
Aaiai. 


3 
49 


100 
90 


Pacific lalafidar 


1 


100 

0 
75 


Alaskan Native 
Hiapanic 


0 

20 


Philippine Aaer. 


2 


100 


White 


1 


80 


Success in Course 






Succassful(A#B,C,Cr) 


160 


89% 


Non-Successful ( D , F , MCr ) 


39 


72 
60 


Non-Ccsv>leter(W I) 


JO 


TOTAL 


229 


82 



97 



Coll«q # ill 



Table C 

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
By Level/ Ethnicity/ Course Success/ and College 

CoAA#gt_#l3 





tk^^mr In ^sm^Ia 

Pail 1986^ 


% iaw% 1^1 n\ 1 1 k n 1 1 


CoorM Ci«v»l 








69 


96% 


1 Uiv«l Btlow 


132 


80 


2 L«v«la Bvlow 


50 


72 


3 L«v«la B«low 


0 


0 


ethnicity 






Afl«rican Indian 


2 


50% 


Black 


6 


83 


Asian 


13 


85 


Pacific lalandar 


3 


100 


Alaskan Nativs 


1 


lOJ 








Philippins Aasr. 


1 


100 


Mhits 


213 


83 








Succassful ( A « B«C «C ) 


177 


90% 


NDn*aUCCV8SEUl\U«r 


38 


/«* 


Non^Coaplatsr (N« I ) 




bo 


TOTAL 


249 


83 


GoJlsgs 112 














Pall 1966^ 




Coucsa Lsvs. 






Prssliaan. c anp. 


0 


0 


) Lavsl Balow 


175 


91% 


2 Lavals Balow 


0 


0 


3 Lavals Balow 


0 




ethnicity 




0 


Afl«rican Indian 


1 


100% 


Black 


10 


70 


Asian 


15 


93 


Pacific Xslandar 


2 


50 
100 

86 
100 

93 


Alaskan Nativa 


1 


Hispanic 


14 


Philippina Aaar. 
Succaas in Couraa 


2 

122 


Succassf ul ( A. B«C,Cr ) 


145 


94% 

76 


Hon-Succasif ul ( D, P, NCr ) 


25 


Nor ^08|>latar(NfX) 


5 


80 


TOTAL 


175 


91 





Mjwbar in Saapla 
Pall 1966^ 




Coursa Laval 
Prashnwi. Co«p. 


0 


0 


1 Laval Ba^ov 

2 Lavals Balov 


141 
86 


39% 


3 Lavals Balow 


0 


31 


ethnicity 




0 


Afl«rican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islandar 
Alaskan Nativa 
Hispanic 


2 
13 
24 

0 

0 
26 


50% 

85 

96 

0 

0 
85 
60 
86 


Philippina Amac, 
Nhita 
Succass in Coursa 


5 

154 


Succa8sful(A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-5ucce«sf ul ( D, p , NCr ) 


153 
45 


96% 

67 


Mon-Coaplatac(ll, I) 


Zi 






51 


TOTAL 


229 

1 


86 



collaqa #14 





Nuabar in W>1« 
fall 1986^ 




Coursa Laval 






PraahMan. Coflp. 


0 


0 


1 Laval Balow 


102 


79% 


2 Lavals Balow 


106 


75 


3 Lavals Balow 


0 


0 


ethnicity 






Aflvrican Indian 


2 


100% 


Black 


5 


60 


Asian 


7 


100 


Pacific Islandar 


1 


100 


Alaskan Nativa 


0 


0 


Hispanic 


146 


77 


Philippina Aaar. 


1 


100 


Nhita 


41 


71 


Succaas in Coursa 






Succassf ul ( A , B « C « Cr ) 


133 


87% 


Non-Succassf ul ( D« P « KCr ) 


74 


58 


Non-Cc«platar(N«I) 


1 


100 


TOTAL 


208 





99 



Q) 



Percen 
By L 



CoiIege_ 



*15 



Coura« Level 
FreslMMn. Comp. 

1 Level Below 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levele Belov 
Sciinicity 

AMerican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

PaciCic Islander 
Alaskan Native 

Hispanic 

Philippine Aoer.^ 
Mhifce 
Success in Course 
Successru:(A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-SuccessCul ( D, r / NCr ) 
Non-Goiqpleter(M/I) 

TOTAL 



Number in Saople 
Fall 1966^ 



Table C 

t Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
evel, Ethnicity, Course Success, and College 



0 

150 
132 
0 

5 

3?. 
34 
9 
0 
62 
32 
97 

178 
36 
68 

282 



College 



% Who EnrQlled in College 
Spring 1987 



0 

73% 
77 

0 

100% 

69 
77 

33 
0 
79 
84 
72 

87% 

58 

51 

75 



Course Level 
Freshman. Coo^. 

1 Level Belov 

2 Levels Belov 

3 Levels Belov 
Etlmicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Aaian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 

Hispanic 

Philippine hmmc. 
White 
Success in Course 
Sucgessful(A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-SuccessCul ( D, r,fCr ) 
Non-Coii9ltter(H,I) 

TOTAL 



^kJinber in Sanple 
Fall 1966 



92 
116 

:54 

0 

2 

30 

28 
2 

0 
67 

6 

214 



Course Lev*l 


fMwr in SamDle 
ran 1966^ 




rreshman. Comp. 

1 Level Belov 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levels Belov 

EUmicity 


35 
59 

68 
0 


77% 

7'" 

79 
0 


American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

PaciCic Islander 


2 

13 
26 
0 


100% 
69 
73 


Alaskan Native 




0 


Hispanic 

Philippine Amer. 


0 
54 

13 
53 


0 
80 


White 
Success in Course 


77 
77 


Successrul(A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Success Cul ( D, r , HCr ) 
Mon-Cain>ieter(l#,I) 


130 

18 
14 


82% 

72 
36 


TOTAL 


162 


77 



b ourse Level 
Freshman. Coa|>. 

1 Level Belov 

2 Levels Belov 

3 Levels Belov 
Ethnicity 

Awerican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

PaciCic Islander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Amer. 
White 
Success in Course 
Success£ul(A,a,C,Cr) 
Non-Successeul(D,P,NCr) 
Non-Completer (11,1) 

TC3TAL 



0 

129 
40 
0 

1 

26 
20 

3 
1^ 

13 
8 
91 

118 
30 
21 

169 



76% 
82 
66 
0 

100% 

80 

95 
50 

0 
61 
67 
75 




ERIC 100 



101 



0 
95% 
95 

0 

100% 
100 

95 
100 
100 

92 
100 

93 

99% 

93 
76 

95 



Table C 

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 



CollW 120 


By Level f 






Nuatoar in SaapXa 
Pall 1906 


Spcln9 190/ 








V m VIM V^Vi V \^^^^^ # 


n 
u 


0 


1 fjMMll 1 Alf 


133 




2 L«v«la B«lov 


57 






0 


0 


ethnicity 








2 


100% 


Black 


5 


1 AA 

lUU 


Asian 


27 




Pacific lalandar 




100 




0 


0 


lliapanic 


25 


92 


Philippine Aaar* 


14 


93 


Nhita 


115 


89 


5ucc«u in Coursa 






succaaaxui I A« o«c«crj 


149 


93% 


Non-Succaaaf ul ( D# P* (Cr ) 


28 


82 


Non-Cofl«>latar(N«l) 


14 


64 


TOTAL 


190 


90 



^lloqa §21 



:erjc 





Nuabar in SMpla 
Pall 1906^ 




Coursa Laval 






Prashran. Coa|>. 


0 


0 


1 Laval Balotf 


136 


83% 


2 Lavala Balov 


60 


83 


3 Lavala Balov 


1 


0 


Ethnicity 






AMrican Indian 


2 


50% 


Black 


4 


100 


Aaian 


15 


93 


Pacific lalandar 


0 


0 


Alaakan Nativa 


0 


0 


Hiapanic 


54 


87 


Philippina Aaar. 


0 


0 


Mhita 


114 


83 


Succasa in Oouraa 






5uccaaafuX(A«i«C«Cr) 


152 


90% 


MDn*auccaaaful(D«P«NCr) 


44 


59 


Non^Ccy^latar (w « X ) 


0 


0 


lOTAL 


196 


83 



Collaq a 122 





Nuibar in Saapia 
Pall 1906 


opting iw 


Coursa Laval 






Praatwan* Ooa|>« 


54 




1 Laval Balov 


163 


82 


2 Lavala Balov 


DO 


73 


3 Lavala Balov 


0 


0 


Ethnicity 






Afl«rican Indicn 


4 


75% 


Black 


3 


loo 


Aaian 




70 


Pacific lalandar 




100 


Alaakan Nativa 


0 


0 


Hiapanic 


81 


78 


Philippina Aaar. 


24 


/9 


Miita 


144 


85 


Succasa in Coursa 






Succassf ul( A« B,C.Cr ) 


199 


93 


Non-Succaasf ul ( 0 . P . NCr ) 


31 


52 


Non-Co«|>latar(N«I) 


43 


51 


TOTAL 


273 


81 



Collaq a #23 



Nuabar in Saapia 
Pall 1966^ 



Coursa Laval 
Prashaan. Coap. 

1 Laval Balov 

2 Lavals Balov 

3 Lavals Balov 
Ethnicity 

AMrican Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific lalandar 
Alaakan Nativa 
Hispanic 

Philippina Aaar. 
Nhlta 
Succaaa in Coursa 
Suocaasf ul ( A« B«C«Cr ) 
Non-Succaasf ul ( 0« P « NCr ) 
Non-Coaplatar(N«i) 

TOfAL 



48 
82 
77 
0 

2 

6 
11 

5 

0 

31 
4 

141 

169 
32 
6 

207 



98% 

87 
84 
0 

:oo% 

67 
32 
100 
0 

90 
75 

90 

93% 

72 
50 

38 



O 



Table 

Percent Distribution of Pers 
By Level, Ethnicity, Cours 



Coii«g« |-:4 



istence to Next Semester 
e Success, and College 



Cour3# L€vi 
FrcstvMm. Coinp. 

1 L«v»l telov 

2 L«v«l3 telotf 

3 Lttv«la Below 
gthnicity 

Ante lean Indian 

Black 

Aalan 

Pacific lalandar 
Alaskan Nativa 
Hispanic 

Philippma Anar:.: 
Mh&ta 
Succass in Course 
Succassf u 1 ( A , B , c / Cr ) 
Non*Succasseul (0, r,NCr ) 
Non-Cocplatar;w, i ) 



TOTAL 



r^nrtoer in Sanpli 
Fall 1986 



33 
197 
0 
0 

5 

i 6 
A 

0 
0 



123 

141 
70 
19 

230 



Coliaqa 125 



Coucaa Uve l 
Freshnan.^ Comp. 

1 Laval Below 

2 Leva J 3 Below 

3 Uvtfls Below 
Ethnicity 

AnericAn Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 

Hi.'panic 

Philippine Aner. 
White 
Succeaa in Course 
Succesaf ul ( A , B / C/ Or ) 
fJon-Succasa f u 1 ( D / P / rcr ) 
Non-Coe|>i«t«r(W/I) 



TOTAL 




104 



91% 

76 
0 
0 

80% 

31 
75 

0 
0 

76 
100 

77 

88% 

59 
74 

78 




Coile^e 



#26 



Course Level 
Freshman. Comp. 

1 Level Below 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levels Below 
Ethnicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Amer.^ 
White 
Success in Course 
Successful(A,BiC/Cr) 
Non-Successful (O/f/MCr) 
Non-Completer (W, I) 

TOTAL 



Nuinber in SaopU 
Fall 1966^ 



0 
64 

110 
0 

1 

32 

17 
1 

0 
82 
2 

108 

142 
11 
41 

194 



College »27 



Course Level 
Freshman. Corp. 

1 Level Below 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levels Below 
Ethnicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Aaer. 
Mhite 
Success m Course 
Succaaaful(A,B,c,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( 0< P< NCr ) 
Non-Coi|)l#ter(l*,l) 

TOTAL 



t^amoer in Sample 
Fall 1986 



102 
112 
102 
54 

6 

6 

21 
2 
0 

24 

0 

298 

280 
33 
58 

370 



1 Who Enrolled iQ Colleae 
Spring 1907 ^ 



0 
73 
69 

0 

100% 

53 
65 
100 

0 
T8 

oO 

74 

82 
64 
34 



' ^ WrVr^^9^^ ^^^^^^ 



81% 

36 
79 
76 

67% 
75 
81 
100 

0 
79 

0 
82 

88% 

76 
52 

81 



105 



Table C 

Percent Distribution of Persistence to Next Semester 
Bv^^L eve^^ Ethnicity^ Course Success, and College 





NUBMT in Saa^a 
rail 19t6 


spcinQ 190/ 










0 


U 




102 


6l% 










U 


0 


Ethnicity 






Afftrican ZudiMi 


3 


100% 




3 


1 Art 


AsiMi 


3 


100 


Pacific laiwvfar 


u 


G 




0 


rt 
u 


ni •panic 


59 


78 


Phiiippina Aaar., 


3 


68 


Whir* 


75 


87 


Success in Cduraa 






Succ«Mful(A,i,C,Cr) 


119 


87% 


MDn-Succ«asful ( D « r « .Cr ) 


31 


74 


Mon-CaB|>l«t«c(H«Z) 


? 


100 


TOTAL 


151 


84 


Collaqa #29 














Nuabar in Smplm 
fall 1966 


% ^ E;nr9Uad in CoIIa9a 
Spring 196/ 








fraahiir . Camp, 


0 


0 


1 utval Baio * 


26 


85 


2 Lavs 1 1 aw 


0 


Q 




0 


0 










1 


0 


Black 


5 


100% 


Asian 


1 


100 


racitic xsivn^vv 


1 


100 


Alas^can SaCiva 


0 


0 


Miapanic 


2 


50 


Philippine Aaar. 


0 


0 




14 


86 


SuccMS in Oouraa 






SuccaaaCyl(A«»«C«Cr) 


17 


94% 


Mon^SuccaMful (D«P«ICr ) 


9 


67 


Non-C(Mpl«tar(N«Z) 


0 


0 


TOTAL 


26 


85 
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Table D 

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 
By Levels Ethnicity and College 

Goiivq* ?lMi t ii College Hawe »3 





1 Mho Intended 

to Enroll in 
English 


% Mho Enrolled 
In English 
Spring 1967 


Muster in 
Ibtal Seniple 
Pell 1986 


% Mho Enrolled 
in English 
Spring 1987 




1 Mho Intended 

to Enroll in 
English 


% Mho Enroll^ 
In English 
Spring 1987 


NuBOer in 
Tdtal Senile 
Fell 1986 


\ wno enrolled 
in English 
Spring 1987 


Courae tevel 










Course Level 










FreslMMfi Ca^. 


12 


75 


38 


2D 


Fr^sliman Coof)* 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 Level Oelov 


85 


61 


1 1 D 




1 Level Belov 


59 


66 


74 


60 


2 Levels Belov 


29 


72 


37 




2 Levels Below 


27 


46 


36 


42 


3 Levels Delov 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 Levels Oelow 


23 


70 


26 


65 


CttHUCity 










Etltnicity 










AMcicen Indian 


3 


0 


5 


0 


American Indian 


1 


100 


1 


100 


nieclc 


23 


70 


28 


61 


Black 


32 


41 


41 


34 


Aaien 


7 


43 


9 


33 


Asian 


15 


67 


19 


58 


PeciCic 1 slender 


2 


100 


2 


100 


PaciCic Islander 


3 


33 


3 


33 


Aleskan Netlve 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Alaak* 1 Hatlve 


0 


0 


0 


0 


lliapenic 


20 


55 


24 


56 


llispai c 


25 


60 


26 


77 


Plixlippine Aaer. 


0 


0 


4 


0 


Philippine Aaer. 


1 


100 


3 


67 


Mtite 


bC 


70 


114 


43 


Mtite 


31 


74 


42 


64 


TOTAL 


12''.. 


65 


1 91 




TOTAL 


109 


63 


136 


56 
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College Haaie *4 












1 Who Intended 
to Enroll in 
Engl lah 


In English 
Spcing 1987 


Nuvber in 
Tbtal Saaple 
Fell 1986 


% Mho Enrolled 
in English 
Spring 1987 




1 Mho Intended 
to Enroll in 
English 


% Who Enrolled 
In English 
spring i9o7 


Nuncer in 
Tdtal SampJ* 
Fall 1966 


\ Who Enrolled 
in English 
Spring 1987 


Course Level 










Course Level 










FrestMMen Coi^* 


XI 


0 


31 


0 


Freslman Cocnp. 


41 


66 


49 


59 


1 Level Oelow 


32 


72 


46 


54 


1 Level Below 


148 


63 


176 


80 


2 Levels Below 


29 


52 


39 


41 


2 Levels Belov 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 I.evels Below 


45 


71 


57 


63 


3 {*evels Below 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Ctlwnclty 










Etltnicity 










Awriceit Itxilen 


0 


0 


1 


0 


American Indian 


2 


I .0 


2 


100 


Blecle 


19 


74 


24 


63 


Black 


16 


56 


17 


53 


Asian 


20 


70 


31 


55 


Asian 


18 


69 


21 


81 


reciCic Islander 


2 


50 


4 


25 


raciCic Islander 


2 


50 


2 


SO 


Alaskan Native 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Alnatcan fUtive 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Hispanic 


20 


60 


26 


43 


Hispanic 


24 


79 


28 


71 


Philippine After* 


3 


33 


4 


25 


Philippine Aaer. 


9 


78 


11 


64 


Miit« 


49 


55 


73 


41 


Mute 


115 


82 


140 


78 


WAL 


117 


60 


173 


45 


TOTAL 


189 


80 


225 


75 
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Table D 

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By Level/ Ethnicity and College 





1 Mho Infeandad % Vtn Bncoilad 
to Chroil in tn Onqiith 


Nuaisar in % Mho OnroUad 
Total 3m^i9 in English 
Pall 1986 Spring 1987 




t Mho Intandad % Mho Enrollad 
to Ehroll in In Sngiiah 
Bngliah Spring 1967 


tkmimt in % Mho Enrollad 
Total Saapla in English 
Pall 1966 Spring 1987 


OOUCM L«v«l 

2 L«v«ls Mow 

3 iMvmim telow 

etltnicity 

Afftrican Indian 

Black 

AaiM 

ncinc talandar 
AlMkan Maeiv* 
lliapanie 

fhilippin* AMr. 
Mtit« 

tTTTAL 


0 0 
46 2 S9 
71 78 

0 0 > 

1 100 
8 63 

26 73 

0 0 

0 0 
31 69 

5 60 
40 7S 
il7 70 


0 0 
58 47 
75 73 

0 0 

1 100 
8 63 

31 61 
0 0 
0 0 

34 59 
5 60 

47 64 
133 62 


Coursa Laval 
PraalMan Ccmp, 

1 f.«val Oalow 

2 Lavals Balow 

3 (.avals Oalow 
Ethnicity 

AnariCAn Indian 

Black 

Asian 

raciCic Islandar 
Alaakan flativa 
Hispanic 

Philippina Aaar. 
Nhita 

•RTTAI* 


0 0 
65 69 
52 87 
51 75 

1 100 
U 73 
26 85 

0 0 
0 0 
19 63 
11 82 
95 76 
168 76 


0 0 
80 58 
5o 79 
61 64 

1 100 

12 67 
36 64 

0 0 
0 0 
20 60 

13 69 
112 66 

199 66 


GollM* Hm» 




Collaqa Mm #10 




t Mio Intandad % Mio bicoXlad 
to BnroU in In Bngliah 
Bngliah SpeUtq 1967 


NUBljar in % Mho EnroUad 
Total Saapla in Gngiish 
Pall 1986 Spring 1967 




t Mho Intandad % Mho Ehrollad 
to Enroll in In English 
English Spring 1967 


Numoac in % Mho Sncollad 
Total Sampla in English 
Pail 1966 Spring 1967 


Coura* Laval 
pcaslwMi Cowp. 

1 Laval Dalow 

2 Lav«la Balow 

3 f.«v«la DaXow 
etimicity 

Aparican Indian 

Black 

Aaian 

raciClc lalandar 
Alaakan Native 
Cliapanie 

Philippifi* Amc, 
Milta 


S 60 
102 49 
28 57 

0 C 

2 0 
10 50 
13 62 

1 0 
0 0 

33 49 

2 0 
$2 52 

51 


20 30 
125 46 
34 53 

0 0 

3 0 
14 43 
17 59 

1 0 
0 0 

36 50 

2 0 
77 43 

179 46 


Coursa Laval 
Pcaslwan Coi^. 

1 Laval Oalow 

2 Lavala Oalow 

3 (<aval8 Balow 
EtlHiicity 

AMCican Indian 

Black 

Aaian 

Pacific lalandar 
Alaakan Nativa 

titflpanic 

Philippina Aaar. 
Wliita 

TOTAL 


0 0 
37 65 
62 71 
39 77 

0 0 
2 100 
25 89 
0 0 

0 0 
]1 91 

1 0 

an 62 

138 71 


0 0 
40 60 
74 70 
47 79 

0 0 
3 67 

39 87 

1 0 
0 0 

12 92 

2 50 
101 62 
161 70 
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Table D 

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By Level, Ethnicity and College 

College ttefit *13 




1 >t» Intended % Nho Enrolled 
to Enroll in m Engliah 
CnglUh Spring 1987 


(Mwr in % Who Enrolled 
TbtAl Sample m English 
Pall 1966 Spring 1987 




1 vtio Intended % Nho Enrolled 
to Enroll in In English 
English Spring 1987 


t^MMt in % Mho Enrolled 
TtoUl Sa«ple m English 
Pall 1986 Spring 1987 


fvakwmn Camp, 

2 L«v«l« teloii 

3 l.*v«l« oaloii 

Ctlmicitv 
Aavrican Indian 

IllACiC 

Asian 

racifie lAlandM- 
AlMkan Hativ* 

tlispMlic 

PHilippin* Ammr, 
Wilt* 


26 92 
76 76 
36 79 

0 0 

1 0 

2 0 

7 66 
2 100 

0 0 

8 75 

1 0 
115 61 
138 78 


5X 40 
103 56 
40 73 

0 0 

2 0 
5 20 
9 67 
2 100 

0 0 
9 67 

1 0 
164 60 
194 59 


Course Level 
FresiMian Cocnp. 

1 Level Below 

2 ravels Below 

3 Levele Below 
Etiuiicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

Pacific Islander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Aacr. 
Hliite 

TOTAL 


0 0 
67 67 
27 59 

0 0 

0 0 
2 SO 

0 0 

0 0 
11 64 

2 50 
64 70 
94 65 1 


0 0 
90 53 
31 52 

0 0 

0 0 
3 33 

17 24 
0 0 
0 0 

12 58 
2 50 

84 57 
121 53 




College Nm «14 








1 W» Intended % Hho Enrolled 
to Enroll in in biglieh 
Bnglieh Spring 1987 


^M■Mr in % Mho Enrolled 
Ibtal Saflple in English 
PaJll 1966 Spring 1987 




1 Mho Intended % Hho Enrolled 
to Enroll in In fttglish 
English Spring 1987 


tkabei' in % Mho Enrolled 
TbUl £M9le in English 
Pall 1986 Spring 1987 


COUCM L«v«l 

1 L«v«* Below 

2 l«v«la Mow 

3 l*9v«U Mlow 
etlmicicy 

AavriCMi Indian 

Black 

Asian 

raciCic lalandtr 
AlMkan Kativ« 
llispwiic 

miippin* kmmr. 
Milt* 

TDTAL 


0 0 
146 71 
0 0 

0 0 

1 100 
8 25 

13 46 
0 0 
0 0 

13 69 

2 50 
103 79 
146 71 


0 0 
172 66 
0 0 

0 J 

1 100 
9 22 

15 S3 

2 0 

1 0 
14 64 

2 SO 
120 74 
172 66 


Course Level 
FreslMSfi Conp. 

1 Level Below 

2 Levels Below 

3 Levele Below 
EtiMiicity 

American Indian 

Black 

Asian 

racieic lelander 
Alaskan Native 
Hispanic 

Philippine Xaer. 
Miite 

TOTAL 


0 0 
76 62 
85 59 

0 0 

2 100 

3 0 ' 
7 43 

1 100 

0 0 
113 61 

1 100 
29 59 

161 60 


0 0 
96 55 
98 52 

0 0 

2 100 
4 0 
7 43 

1 100 

0 0 
135 55 

1 100 
39 49 

194 54 
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Table D 

Percent Distibution o£ Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By Level/ Ethnicity and College 

Col icq* ti& m iia 



Coa«9« tlM_ 



ERIC 





t itto Intandad 

to Bncoli in 
Bnqllali 


1 l«io Gnroiiad 
In bigllali 
Spring i967 


NUBbac in 
Tot»i Sampim 
Fail i906 


% Itto Sncollad 
in en9liah 
Spcin9 1907 




ff Who Intandad 
to Bnroll in 
biqliah 


% Who Encollad 
In Gngliah 
Sprin9 1907 


Nuwtoac in 
TbUl Savpla 
Pall 1986 


% Itto encollad 
in engliah 
Sntina 1907 


CducM L«ir«l 










Coucsa Laval 












0 


0 


0 


0 


PcaalMan Coi^. 


19 


37 


72 


17 


1 Ltv«l toiow 


90 


68 


121 


51 


1 lavai Oalow 


63 


68 


79 


58 


2 Ltv«lfl B«low 


86 


78 


105 


67 


2 lavala Balov 


64 


52 


101 


41 


3 L«y«U telov 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 f.a¥ala Balow 


0 


Q 


0 


0 


ethnicity 










CtlMiicity 










Afftcican ItidiM 


3 


iOO 


3 


100 


AMtcican titdian 


1 


0 


2 


50 


Slack 


20 


80 


26 


62 


niack 


11 


36 


18 


33 




21 


76 


29 


59 


Asian 


7 


71 


14 


57 




4 


75 


4 


75 


Pacific lalandar 


1 


0 


1 


0 


Alaskan Mativa 


0 


0 


0 


0 


AloafciMi ;iativa 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Illaiwnic 


44 


68 


51 


61 


lllapaiiic 


29 


38 


44 


27 


rhlllppina Aaar. 


23 


74 


29 


59 


Philippina Aaac. 


3 


33 


3 


33 


M«ita 


S8 


7i 


80 


54 


Mliita 


88 


65 


161 


41 


tCTAI. 


176 


73 


226 


58 


TOTAL 


146 


57 


252 


39 





1 i«w Intandad 

to Bncoli in 
Di9lish 


% l«io emcollad 
In Bnqliah 
Spc^iUl 1907 


Nuabar in 
Total Sai^iia 
Pall 1966 


% Itio Encollad 
in enqliah 
Spring 1907 




9 Who Intandad 

to flncoll in 
Enqliah 


% Who encollad 
In bigiiah 
Spring 1907 


fMnbac in 
TbUl Saapla 
Pai 1986 


% lOto encollad 
in English 
Spring 1907 


Coucsa Laval 










Coucsa Laval 


























Petal— n Cc«9» 


14 


7 


22 


5 


PcaslMMi COMp. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 Laval Oalov 


29 


83 


43 


74 


i Laval Balow 


97 


79 


112 


75 


2 Lavala Balov 


35 


74 


49 


65 


2 Laval a Balow 


24 


92 


29 


86 


3 l.avala Oalow 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 Lavals Oalow 


0 


0 


0 


0 


etlmlcity 










etlMilclty 










AMarican Indian 


0 


0 


2 


100 


Aa«clcaii Indian 


1 


100 


1 


100 


•lack 


7 


71 


8 


63 


Black 


17 


88 


20 


85 


Aa&an 


10 


70 


18 


50 


Asian 


12 


83 


17 


82 


raciCic lalandar 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pacific talandac 


2 


100 


2 


100 


Alaskan Hativa 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Alaskan Mativa 


1 


100 


1 


100 


Hispanic 


29 


72 


39 


64 


lllsranlc 


10 


90 


10 


90 


fmilpplas Aaar* 


5 


20 


8 


SO 


Philippina Aaac. 


6 


83 


8 


75 


Mhita 


26 


62 


38 


SO 


Milta 


66 


76 


76 


70 


WTTAL 


78 


65 


114 


57 


lUTAL 


121 


02 


141 


77 


4J 
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114 
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Table D 

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By Level, Ethnicity and College 

Coiim NM 122 





1 Mio IntwKM 


% Mho Gncoilod 


}9uHb9C in 


% Mto enrol iod 




to Enroll in 


In Dwiliflh 


Ibtal Swpio 


in Diqlish 




Eh9liflh 


Soclna 1M7 


fail 1966 




Cduc— Lt^X 










ftttHwmn Coup. 


0 


0 


Q 






102 


67 


121 


60 


7 tJ9^t9 Mow 


47 


70 


S2 


65 




0 


0 


0 


0 


Ctlmicitv 










Aa^lcmi liitllan 


1 


100 


1 


100 


lit uric 


3 


33 


4 


25 


Mi mi 


19 


50 


24 


54 


rneifie lainmlMr 


1 


0 


1 


0 




0 


0 


0 


0 




19 


74 


21 


67 




11 


S2 


12 


75 




94 


69 


109 


63 


ivmu. 


149 


67 


173 


61 
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f Mk> Incandad 

to biroll in 


% Ww Gncollad 
In Cngllah 
Sprin9 1967 


Nuibar in 
total SMpla 
rail 1966 


% Enroilad 
in Bngiiah 
Sprinq 1967 


Oourao Lmfi 










fft^mmn Coup. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


t Uv«l teiow 


100 


73 


114 


67 


2 Uv«i« Mow 


29 


63 


41 


81 


3 t««ol« eaiow 


0 


0 > 


0 


0 


ItHnlcity 










Aavrican Indian 


0 


0 


0 


0 


■lack 


1 


100 


2 


100 


Aaian 


11 


64 


14 


57 


raciCic laiandar 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Alaakan Nativo 


0 


0 


0 


0 


niaiMnlc 


32 


64 


39 


80 


Vhilippifta Atmt. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Mflta 


81 


75 


95 


71 


O 1 


129 


75 


155 


70 
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1 Mho Intandad 

to Bwoil in 


% Nho enroilad 
In B>|liah 
Sprwifl 19S7 


Nuaoar in 
Total Saapla 
fall 1986 


% HhO Enrol 1«1 
in Enqliah 
Spring 1967 


Couraa Lavai 










Fraalim Camp, 


20 


30 


45 


29 


1 Laval Dtlov 


104 


72 


126 


65 


2 Lavaia Balov 


30 


80 


34 


79 


3 i«v«ia Oalov 


0 


0 > 


0 


0 


ettmtcity 










A«artcan Indian 


1 


100 


3 


33 


BiacK 


2 


100 


3 


67 


Aaian 


5 


100 


5 


100 


Pacific laiandar 


1 


100 


1 


100 


Alaakan Nativo 


0 


0 


Q 


0 


lliapanic 


45 


64 


56 


59 


Pnilippina Aaar. 


14 


64 


17 


59 


Mitta 


84 


69 


117 


60 


TOTAC 


154 


68 


205 


60 


Col tlM #23 






















9 I4k> IntaraM 
to enroll in 
Bii9iiah 


% Mho Enroilad 
In Bngiiah 
Spring 1907 


NiMbar in 
Total 5ai^pla 
fall 196& 


% Mio EnroUad 
in engiiah 

{ Ml 1 OA7 

^fxing lyoi 


Coocaa t«aval 










rr»9)«Mii Coif). 


7 


100 


43 


0 


1 ■•eval nelow 


63 


67 


80 


53 


? i.avalA nelotf 


63 


64 


76 


54 


1 I^Wlfl IW»IOW 


0 


0 


0 


0 


rtlwucily 










Nw>riCAii liMliaii 


2 


50 


2 


SO 




5 


40 


7 


43 




8 


25 


10 


20 


l^nritic tslamlar 


4 


100 


5 


80 


AlMkmi tutiva 


0 


0 


0 


0 




21 


62 


28 


46 


rhilippina Ammt. 


4 


50 


4 


50 


Mliita 


84 


66 


136 


40 


HffAI. 


133 


62 


199 


42 



116 
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Table D 

Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling ?a Subsequent English Course 

By Level/ Ethnicity and College 



00ll«9« 



♦24 



Coll«9« 



*25 





1 Mho Intandad 

to Enroll in 

ail !■ 1 1 -*- 


% Who Bfirollad 
to ft«9liah 
Iprifif 1987 


Nuaoor in 
VsCAi Saaplo 
fail 1988 


% tto Gncoilad 
in fingliah 
Spring 1987 




9 Who tntandad 

to Bnroll in 
btqliah 


% Mho Cnrollad 
In Chglian 
Spring 1987 


'kaMMT in 
rail 1986 


A ^ — — — ft 1 -* 

a ^tio Gnroilail 
in ftigiiah 
Spring 1987 


CoucM im^i 










COuraa Laval 










frtniiw Ootp. 


13 


77 


32 


44 


frtaiian Ca^. 


0 


0 


a 

M 


0 




111 ; 


63 


175 


49 


1 Uval 8tio«# 


46 


83 




63 




0 


0 


0 


0 


2 Lavaia 8alo«^ 


39 


64 




a» 




0 


0 


0 


0 


3 (<av«la Oaiotf 


0 


0 


1 


100 


Cttmiclty 










ctimicity 








AMCiean Indian 


3 


33 


5 


40 


Aavricati Indian 


1 


100 


1 


100 


■lack 


9 


S6 


13 


S4 


Riack 


11 


ss 


13 


46 


Asian 


3 


100 


3 


100 


Aaian 


8 


63 


14 


36 


fKide Xalandar 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Psacltic lalandar 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Alaakan Nativ* 


0 


0 


0 


0 


AiaakM Hativa 


0 


0 


0 


0 


lUapanie 


38 


ss 


70 


41 


Hiapanie 


7 


86 


14 


43 


Pliilippia« Aaar. 


0 


0 


1 


0 


fhilippioa Aaor. 


1 


100 


1 


100 


liiita 


68 


66 


110 


SO 


«8iita 


S6 


77 


67 


64 


TOTAL 


124 


63 


207 


48 


TOTfO. 


8S 


74 


111 


S7 



Coilaga 



Col la 



Oouraa^Uvai 
fra at iw n Coap. 

1 taval 8alo«# 

2 tavala 8alo«# 

3 tavala Balo^ 
Oimieit^ 

Aaacican Indian 

Black 

Aaian 

PtaclCie lalandar 
Alaakan tlatlvo 
mapanic 

'^AUp^ln^ Aaar. 
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f i«to Xntandad 

to biroll lA 
bigliah 


% tto Bnrollad 
In fingliah 
Spring 1987 


NMoar in 
Ibtai Saapla 
rail 1986 


% Mho Cnrollad 
in bigliah 
Spring 1987 




1 Mho tntaiidad 
to Chroll in 
bigliah 


% Mho Airoilad 
tn Oiglian 
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Percent Distribution of Students Enrolling in Subsequent English Course 

By Level, Ethnicity, and College 
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Table E 

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87 

by Level/ Ethnicity/ and College 
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Table E 

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Pall 86 and Spring 87 

by Level, Ethnicity, and College 
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Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87 

by Level/ Ethnicity, and College 
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Table E 

Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87 

by Level, Ethnicity, and College 
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Tabl# B 



Mean Number of Remedial and Non-Remedial Units Enrolled in Fall 86 and Spring 87 

by Level r Ethnicity r and College 
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Table P 



SSSAY 



Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Srccessful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



College id: 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Jton-Successf ul ( D , F , I , W / MCr 
TOTAL 



Freshntan Composition 



Pre Post Gain 



1 Level Below 



Pre Post Gain 



100 6.99 6.96 
U 5.18 6.18 
m 6,81 6.8B 



- .03 
1.00 
.07 



2 Levels Below 



Pre Post Gain 



29 
6 
36 



5.14 6.17 
5.17 4.67 
5.14 5.91 



1.03 
- .50 
.77 



3 Levels Below 



Pre Post Gain 



College id: 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Mon-Success f ul( 0 , F , I , M / NCc) 
TOTAL 
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College id: 3 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Hon-Success f ul ( D / F / 1 / W / MCc) 
TOTAL 



46 7.00 7.70 
33 6.15 5.97 
79 6.65 6.97 



.70 
.16 
.33 



25 6.00 5.56 
4 3.75 3.90 
29 5.69 5.2B 



.44 

.25 
.41 



17 
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22 



4.94 5.53 .59 
3.2. 4.23 1.00 
4.55 5.23 .66 



College id: 4 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D / F / I / W , NCr 
TOTAL 



43 
3 
46 



8.79 9.23 
8.33 9.33 
8.75 9.24 



.44 

1.00 
.48 



73 
85 
158 



7.4B 7.56 
6.82 6.79 
7.13 7.15 



.08 
.04 



College id: 5 
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Non-Successful (D/F/ I /W/MCr 
TOTAL 
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.26 
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.61 
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3.80 
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.10 
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TOTAC, 
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6.00 
2.00 

?.ao 
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- .33 

- .25 



College id: 7 



Successful (A/3/C/Cr) 
Men-Success tul ( D , F / I / W / MCr 
TOTAL 



47 7.53 8.09 
12 6.42 6.92 
9 7.31 7.85 



.55 
.50 
.54 
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45 



6.17 
8.00 
6.29 
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8.33 
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1.90 
.33 
1.42 
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2 
47 



5.73 5.73 
6.00 6.90 
5.75 5.77 



0 
.50 
.02 



College id: 



10 



Succassfjl (A/B/C/Cr) 
^^c^-3uccessf ul ( D / F / 1 / W/ MCr) 
TOTAL 



32 
8 
40 



7.19 6.88 
8.13 7.88 
7.38 7.08 



.31 
.25 
.30 



43 
9 
52 



5.63 
4.67 
5.46 



6.00 
4.67 
5.77 



id: 



11 



Colleg 

Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
?fcn'3ucc3Ssful(D/F/I,W/MCd 
TOTAL 
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9 
84 



7.07 7.49 
7.22 8.22 
7.00 7.57 
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1.00 
.49 



33 
2 
36 



5.79 
6.50 
5.83 



5.75 
6.30 
5.80 



.03 

0 
.C3 



Collevje id: 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Ncn-Success f u 1 ( D / F / 1 / W / MCr 
TOTAL 



122 6.99 7.61 
20 6.55 6.60 
142 6.93 7.46 



.61 
.05 
.54 



College i i: 13 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Jfcn-Successf ul ( D / F , I , W/ MCr 
TOTAL 



73 7.07 7.44 
9 5.33 5.33 
82 6.88 7.21 



.37 


28 
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.33 


31 
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6.64 
6.33 
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Men-Success f ul ( D / F / 1 , W, MCr 
TOTAC* 
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6.93 


.58 
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52 
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Table F 
ESSAY 





Frtahman C^mpoaition 


1 Ltvtl a^iow 


2 Levtls ^9\oM 


3 Ltvtis 3tlOtf 


n Pet Peat Gain 


n Pr« Peat Gain 


n prs Peat Gain 


n Prt Poat Gain 


Colltgt id: IS 

SucstssCul (A,B,C,Cr) 
:ien»suect9seul (0 « p , I , w, :x:r 

TOTAL 




67 6.75 7.45 .70 
10 6.10 7.30 1.20 
77 6.67 7.43 .77 


66 5.38 6.38 1.00 
6 4.90 5.17 .67 
72 5.31 6.28 .97 




Colltgt id: 16 

SuccsaaCul (A,B,C,Cr) 
:ion<*«ucctsaful ( D . F , 1 , 9r , MCr] 
TOTAL 


21 7.62 6.00 .38 
3 6.00 6.67 -1.33 
» 7.67 7.83 .17 


39 7.21 7.S9 .38 
3 6.67 7.33 .67 
42 7.17 7.57 .40 


47 6.U 6.57 .47 
3 3.67 3.00 - .67 
50 5.96 6.36 .40 




Colltgt id: IB 

Succtaaful (A,B,C,Cc) 
:icn-Succt9s£ia ( D , P , I , If , HOd 
TOTAL 




22 6.86 5.96 -1.00 
1 7.00 6.00 *1.00 

23 6.87 5.96 - .91 


44 6.75 5.48 -1.27 
10 5.30 5.20 - .10 
54 6.48 5.43 -1.06 




Colltgt id: 19 

Succeaaful (A,B,C,Cc) 
2len-Succtaa£ul(D,P,l,W,ICr 
TOTAL 




86 7.28 7.62 *34 
IB 6.28 6.44 .17 
103 7.U 7.42 .31 


19 5.79 6.68 .89 
7 6.29 6.57 .29 
26 5.92 6.G5 .73 




Colltgt id: 20 

SucctaaCul (A,B,C,Cr) 
Mcn-Succtaaful ( D , P , I , ^ 
TOTAL 




83 7.35 7.47 .12 
10 7.10 6.00 -1.10 
93 7.32 7.31 - .01 


36 6.33 6.36 .03 
6 5.17 5.17 0 
42 6.17 6.19 .02 


1 


Colltgt id: 21 

Succtaaful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Mcn-SucctaaCul ( D, F , I , W, «:r 
TOTAL 




82 6.80 7.48 .67 
6 7.17 7.67 .50 
68 6.83 7.« .66 


32 5.13 5.63 .90 
0 0 0 0 
32 5.13 5.63 .50 




Colltgt id: 22 

Succtaaful (A«B«C«Cr) 
:icn-Si]creaaful(D«P,I,H«NCr 
TOTAL 


13 6.92 7.23 .31 
5 aOO 7.60 - .4} 
IB 7.22 7.33 .11 


108 7.a 7.71 .09 
6 6.S0 6.83 .33 
114 7.95 7.66 .U 


31 5.77 6.16 .» 
2 6.00 4.90 -i.S) 
33 5.79 6.06 .27 




Colltgt id: 23 

Succtsafiil (A,B#C#Cr) 
Slon-Succtaaf ul ( D , P , I ,tf,ldd 
TOTAL 


32 9.13 9.06 - .06 
2 5.50 9.00 2.S0 
34 6.91 9.00 .09 


51 7.80 8.18 .37 
9 6.89 7.33 .44 
80 7.67 8.05 .38 


44 6.52 7.16 .64 
12 5.08 5.17 .08 
56 6.21 6.73 .52 




Colltgt id: 24 

Succtsaful (AfBfCfCr) 
Mon-Suc.taaf ul ( D , P , I , M, MCd 
TOTAL 




74 6.31 7.C5 .74 
22 S.99 5.82 .23 
96 6.15 6.77 .63 






Colltgt id: 25 

Succtaaful (A»B»C»Cr) 
Mon-Succ«aaf ul ( D, P , I , H,NCr ; 

TOTAL 


14 6.79 6.29 - .SO 
1 9.00 U.OO 2.00 

15 6.80 6.47 - .33 


51 7.57 7.57 - .90 
10 6.X0 6.90 .40 
61 7.41 7.39 - .m 


10 6.10 5.90 .80 
2 4.00 5.00 1.00 
12 5.75 6.58 .83 


3 4.33 3.00 -1.33 
3 4.00 3.67 - .33 
6 4.17 3.33 - .83 


Ccil«9« id: 26 

Succeaaful (A#B»C#Cr) 
Hon-Succeaaf ul ( D , P , 1 , 9f , NCr ! 

TOTAL 




47 7.00 7.81 .81 
3 6.67 8.33 .67 
90 7.04 7.84 .80 


61 5.69 6.23 .54 
1 2.00 2.00 0 

62 5.63 6.16 .53 




Colltgt id: 2/ 

Succtaaful (A,B*C,Cr) 
Ilt5ii-Succta8£ul ( D , P , I , H, HCr ] 
TOTAL 


55 7.4iH, 7.9B .13 
6 7.90 7.33 .17 
61 7.46 7.56 .K) 


49 7.53 7.78 .24 
5 5.80 6.00 .20 
54 7.37 7.61 .24 


45 6.16 6.18 .02 
7 4.57 5.00 .43 
52 5.94 6.02 .08 


9 3.89 3.67 - .22 
2 3.00 3.90 .90 
U 3.73 3.64 -.09 


Colltgt id: 26 

Succtaaful (A.6.C.Cr) 
:ioo-3uccta«ful(D.F. i.w.ICr 
TOTAL 




67 7.15 7.61 .66 
13 6.92 V.23 .31 
80 7.U 7.71 .60 


30 6.03 6.27 .23 
5 4.20 5.80 1.60 
35 5.77 6.20 .43 




Colltgt idt 29 
Succtaaful (ArB.CCr) 
»>n-SocctMf ul (0,r , 1 ,11, icd 
TOTAL 




14 6.14 6.57 A3 
7 5.57 6.43 .86 
21 5.99 6.S2 ^ 
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Table G 
SENTENCE SENSE 



Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



Freshman Coaposition 



Pr« Post Gain 



1 L«v«l B«lov 



2 L«v«ls B«lov 



3 Levels Below 



Pre Post G«in 



Pre Post Gain 



Pre Post Gein 



College Id: 2 



Successful (A,B,c,Cr) 
Men-Successful (D,r , I ,W,MCr 
TOTAL 



19 169.25 171.84 2.58 
6 1GB.00 171.83 3.83 
25 168.96 171.84 2.68 



College id: 



Successful (A,B,C/Cr) 
Hon-Successf ul ( D / f , I , NCd 
TOTAL 



36 ie3X8 165*42 2.08 
3 160.00 157.00 -3,00 
3P 163.08 164.77 1.69 



27 156.41 139.56 3.15 
4 155.00 153.00 -2.00 
31 156.23 158.71 2.4B 



42 

0 
42 



151.64 

0 

151.64 



152.69 
0 

152.69 



1.06 
0 

1.05 



44 162.20.: 166.36 3.16 
31 151.52 153.32 1.81 
75 157.79 160.39 2.60 



26 150.50 154.54 4.04 
4 140.75 145.50 4.75 
30 149.20 153.33 4.13 



18 146.44 148.50 3.06 
5 144.80 142.00 -2.80 
23 145.30 147.09 I.IB 



College id: 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Non-Succesaf ul(D,P, I ,H,IICc) 
TOTAL 



'O 171.70 172.53 .84 
3 167.33 169.33 2.00 
46 171.41 172.33 .91 



73 164.40 166.71 1.32 
65 ltiO.29 162.79 2.49 
ISB 162.19 164.14 1.95 



College id; 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D, F , I , H, NCr 
TOTAL 



54 158.20 163.96 5.76 
7 152.86 155.86 3.00 
61 157.59 lfi9.Q3 5.44 



60 151.57 154.63 3.07 
10 141.10 142.70 l.eo 
70 150.07 152.93 2.85 



College id: 



Successful (A«B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (0/ F / 1 , NCr 
TOTAL 



84 161.52 164.33 2.81 
30 152.57 154.50 1.93 
U4 159.17 161.75 2.SB 



25 148.64 152.80 4.16 
4 147.50 1^25 .75 
3 148.4B 1L2.17 3.69 



1 150.00 144.00 -6.00 

5 135.20 135.40 - .80 

6 138.50 135.83 -1.67 



College id: 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( 0, F , I , H, NCr 
TOTAl. 



Sa 162.91 164.42 4.43 
12 162.00 167.34 2.42 
65 162.74 ieS.60 4.06 



46 159.33 160.15 .83 
3 165.33 165.00 - .33 
« 159.69 160.45 .76 



45 150.37 153.87 3.50 
2 150.00 156.00 1.00 
4B 150-56 153.96 3.4D 



College id: 



11 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Non-Successful (D,F, I ,W,NCr 
TOTAL 



76 162.41 

11 159.73 
87 162.07 



lc4.39 1.99 
161.36 1.64 
164.01 1.94 



32 149.41 155.00 6.06 
1 147.00 156.47 8.00 

33 149.33 156.'B 6.12 



College Id: 13 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Non-Successful ( 0/ F / 1 / H/ NCd 
TOTAL 



75 166.28 
7 152.43 
82 164.18 



168.16 2.68 
164.29 11.86 
167.83 3.66 



30 156.37 160.13 3.77 
2 160.50 161.50 1.00 
32 156.63 160.2? 3.59 



College id: 



14 



Successful (A/B/C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D / F , I , W/ NCt) 
TOTAL 



52 159.54 
10 153.20 
62 158.52 



162.15 
157.10 
161.34 



2.62 
3.90 
2.62 



42 153.52 156.98 2.45 
12 148.42 151.67 3,25 
54 152.39 156.02 2.63 



College id: 



15 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D / F , I , H/ NCr 
TOTAL 



74 160.49 
9 152.56 
83 159.63 



162.85 
156. 7B 
162.08 



2.36 
3.22 
2.46 



72 152.28 155.17 2.89 
6 149.83 151.33 1.50 
78 152.09 154.87 2.7B 



College id: 16 



Successful (A/B/C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D / F / 1 , H« NCr 
TOTAL 



23 
4 

27 



163.61 
149.25 
161.48 



168.78 5.17 
152.50 3.25 
166.37 4.89 



41 160.98 
4 159.50 
45 160.84 



162.73 
159.50 
162.49 



1.80 
0 

1.64 



46 152.93 156.83 3.90 
3 138.00 142.00 4.00 
49 152.02 155.92 3.90 



College id: IB 



Successful (A/B/C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( 0/ F / 1 « W/ NCr 
TOTAl. 



21 159.14 
1 153.00 

22 158.86 



161.00 
150.00 
160.50 



1.86 
-3.00 
1.64 



10 160.80 150.00 -10.00 
1 146.00 ) 36.00 -9.00 

11 159.36 148.73 -10.64 
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Table G 



SENTENCE SENSE 

Average Pre-Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for SuccGosful aand 
Non -Successful Students by Level and College 



Freshman Composition 



n Pre Post Gain 



1 Level Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



2 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



3 Levels Below 



in Pre Post Cain 



College id; 19 



Successful {h,B,C,Ct) 
Non-Successful (D,F» I ,W,riCr 
TOTAL 



66 166.00 166.28 1.28 
20 138,45 157.60 - .86 
106 163.76 164.64 .88 



17 14B.47 
5 149.0) 
22 14^73 



152.65 4.18 
154.00 4.40 
152.96 4.23 



C^aiege id; 20 



Successful (A,B,CrCr) 
Non-Successful ( D » f , I , If , {Cr) 
TOTAL 



66 162.20 • 166.95 3.75 
9 156.89 156.67 -1.22 
94 161.69 164.97 3.28 



31 156.68 
5 138.20 
36 154.11 



160.19 3.52 
141.80 3.60 
157.64 3.53 



College id; 21 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
Non-Successf ul(D,f , 1 ,11 ,NCz) 
TOTAL 



79 159.27 ia.49 2,23 
6 153.© 159.50 5.67 
86 158.88 ia.35 2,47 



26 149.19 
1 136.00 

27 148,70 



153.46 4.27 
146.00 10.00 
153,19 4.48 



College id; 22 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successf ul(D#r , I ,NCr 
TOTAL 



13 162.08 166.31 4.23 
5 159.40 166.20 6.80 
18 161.33 166.2B 4.94 



9B 164.79 164.77 - .02 
6 156.33 151.17 - 5.17 
104 164.30 163.98 - .32 



31 156.16 
1 163.00 

32 156.38 



156.45 

150.00 ..uu 
156.25 .13 



College id; 23 



Successful (A,B#C»Cr) 
Non-Successf ul(0,r , I ,W,»Cr 
TOTAL 



32 171.66 173.91 2.2 
2 163.50 164.50 1.00 
34 171.18 173.36 2.18 



56 1C6.29 1XX29 4.00 
9 161^ 162.89 1.00 
65 165.68 169.26 3.SB 



39 157.G6 
12 150.75 
51 155.57 



160.23 3.18 
152.83 2.08 
153.49 2.92 



College id: 24 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , P , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



ai 161.78 161.80 .02 
25 143.08 190.92 2.84 
106 1SS.S5 159.24 .69 



College id; 25 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D » f , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



14 
0 
14 



171.50 

0 

171.50 



171.86 

0 

171.86 



.36 
0 
.36 



50 161.02 163.32 2.30 
6 147.17 153.67 6.50 
56 159.53 162.29 2.75 



U 159.27 162.64 3,36 
2 143.50 148.00 4.50 
13 156.86 160.38 3.54 



3 139.00 143.33 4.33 
3 143.33 143.67 .33 
6 141.17 143.50- 2.33 



College id; 



Successful {k,B,C,Cc) 
Non-Successful (D,P , I ,W,NCr) 
TOTAL 



51 161.61 164.06 2.45 
3 165.67 167.67 2.00 
54 161.83 164.26 2.43 



63 154.17 158.17 4.00 
1 145.00 139.00 -6.00 

64 154.03 157.88 3.84 



27 



College id; 

Successful {htBfCfOc) 
Non-Successful (DfP , I ,l«,NCd 
TO. iL 



47 166.89 167.68 1.79 
3 166.33 166.0C -.33 
50 166.92 167.58 1.67 



44 161.39 162.77 1.39 
6 154.00 160.83 6.83 
SO 160.50 162.54 2.04 



44 153.84 156143 2.99 
7 151.43 150.14 -1.29 
51 153.51 155.57 2.06 



9 145.56 134.00 -11.56 
2 140.90 136.90 - 5.00 
U 144.64 134,27 -10.36 



College id; 28 



Successful (AfBfCfCc) 
Non-Successful ( D . P , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



57 15B.G6 162.91 4.86 
13 156.31 161.54 5.23 
70 157.73 162,66 4.9^ 



28 152.00 154.50 2.50 
5 140.00 149.20 0.23 
33 150.18 153.70 3.52 



ERLC 
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Table H 

COMPOSITION COMPOSITE (essay and sentence sense) 

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 





Freshman Composition 


1 1 Level P'llov 


2 Levels Below 


3 Levels Below 


n Pre Post Gain 


n Pre Post Gain 


n Pre Post Gain 


n Pre Post Gain 


College id: 2 

Successful (A/B,C/Cr) 
Non-Succe33f ul ( D , P , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 


17 mi2 174.65 4.53 
5 171.40 180.40 9.00 
22 m41 175.96 5.95 


32 163.66 173.16 6.50 
2 199.00 160.00 1.00 
31 163.38 169.56 &18 


25 157 64 16S 8 on 
4 160.00 199.00 -1.00 
29 157.97 164.72 6,76 


0 0 0 0 
38 151.50 198.89 7.39 


College id: 3 

?«on-Siiccesa f al ( D , F , I , w , NCt) 
TOTAL 




43 lfi3 T) 179 77 ocn 
30 154.70 159.33 4.63 
73 199.7B 167X1 7.23 


A iDJ.72 1S9.40 5.€d 
4 141.75 147.25 5.50 
29 152.07 157.7: 5.66 


17 147.24 156.00 8.75 
5 142.00 147.20 5.20 
22 146.06 154.00 17.96 


College id; 4 

Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Mon-Successf ul ( D , F , I , w, NCt) 
TOTAL 


43 174.28 179.86 5.58 
3 m33 179.33 8.00 
46 174.02 179.76 5.74 


73 166.10 172.06 5.96 
86 ia.e9 167.98 6.96 
158 163.73 169.86 6.13 






College id: 5 

Successful (A,a,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , F , I , H , MCr 
TOTAL 




54 160.44 169.57 9.13 
6 154.50 162.33 7.83 
60 159.85 168.86 9.00 


99 153.93 199.99 5.66 
10 140.10 144.73 4.60 
69 151.93 157.43 5.51 




College id: 6 

Successful (A*B*C#Cr) 
•'tin— ouccesstui lU/r/l/W / NCr 
TOTAL 




77 ia.42 W9.39 7.97 
102 158.84 166.97 8.13 


23 153.96 162.39 8.43 
26 152.58 161.62 9.03 


1 153.00 195.00 2.00 

3 136.00 136.33 *33 

4 140.25 141.00 .75 


College id: 7 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D# F # I / H/ NCr 
TOTAL 




46 165.a 174.26 6.66 
12 161.42 169.25 7 89 
58 164.74 173.22 8.48 


39 159.00 ie9.a 10.21 
42 199.67 169.60 9.93 


45 152.51 199.33 6.82 
d isb.CD 163. SO 7. SO 
47 152.66 199.51 6.85 


College id: U 

Successful (A/B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D, F, I ,W, NCr 
TOTAL 




72 163.92 171.63 7.82 
8 164.88 171.74 6.75 
80 164.01 171.73 7.71 


32 151 84 160 2B 8.44 
I 154.00 164.00 10.00 

33 151.91 160.39 8.48 




College id: 13 

Successful (AfBfC/Cr) 
Mon-Successf ( D , F , I , W , NCr) 
TOTAL 




f/s ICR Iti i*n K£. "7 nrt 
w ItO.^ 1/2.3D 7.2D 

7 152.86 164.43 U.57 

73 164.16 171.78 7.62 


26 156.31 164.86 8*54 
1 148.00 158.00 laOO 

27 156.01 164.99 8.99 




College id: 14 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Success f ul ( D , P , I , w , NCr) 
TOTAL 




49 161.63 173.63 9.00 
8 154.88 165.50 10.63 
57 160.68 169.91 9.23 


7 149.71 199.29 9.57 
43 155.51 163.35 7.84 




College id: IS 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D, F , I , W, NCr ! 

TOTAL 




65 161.42 169.15 7.74 
9 155.67 166.33 10.67 
74 160.72 168.81 8.09 


58 150.40 ia.45 8.67 
5 152.78 156.80 8.40 
63 152.59 161.Ce 8.49 




College id: ^6 

Successful (A/B,C/Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , F , I , w , NCr ] 
TOTAL 


a 166.00 174.29 8.29 
2 166.00 163.00 -3.00 
23 166.00 173.30 7.30 


36 163.19 173.06 6.86 
2 162.50 173.00 7.50 
38 163.16 173.06 6.89 


43 155.88 164.47 8.58 
3 140.00 143.67 3.67 
46 154.95 163. U 8.26 




College id: 18 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Ncn-Successf ul ( D, P , I , W, NCr ) 
tOTAL 




19 160.84 163.89 3.05 
1 156.00 158.00 0 

20 160.7) 163.60 2.90 


6 160.67 154.00 -6.67 
1 150.00 144.0C -6.00 

7 199.14 152.57 -6.57 
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Table H 

COMPOSITION COMPOSITE (essay and sentence sense) 
Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



Freshman Compo:$ition 



n Pre Pcat Gain 



1 Level Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



2 Levels Below 



3 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



n Pre Post Gain 



College id; 19 



Successful (A,B,c,Cr) 
Non«Successful(D,r,I,W,MCr 
TOTAL 



79 165.91 172,86 6-96 
17 1SB,53 163.94 5.41 
96 164J90 171.28 6-68 



17 152.29 161.68 9.59 
5 154.00 161.00 7.00 
22 152.® 161.® 9.00 



College id: 20 



Successful (A,B/C/Cr) 
Non*5uccessful(D/P/I,lf^NCd 
TOTAL 



80 164.30 171.81 7.51 
8 199.63 158.63 -1.00 
88 163.88 170.61 6.74 



30 158.73 165.37 6.63 
4 143.50 149.00 5.50 
34 156.94 163.44 6.50 



College id; 21 



Successful (A^B/CCr) 
Non-Successful (D,f , l,w,!Ct) 
TOTAL 



73 161.12 169.64 8.52 
5 158.80 167.80 9.00 
7B 160.97 169.53 8.55 



23 150.00 158.48 8.48 
0 0 0 0 

23 150.00 158.48 8.48 



College id; 22 



Successful (A^B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D , P, I NCr 
TOTAL 



College id; 23 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D , P, I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



College id; 24 



Successful (A,B/C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (c, P, I ,||,MCr 
TOTAP 



College id; 25 



Successful (A,B#C#Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , P , I NCr 
TOTAL 



College id; 



Successful (A/B/C/Cr) 
Ncn-Successf ul ( D , P , I , w , NC4 
TOTAL 



12 161.67 
5 165.00 
17 162.65 



J7D.a) 
172.60 



8.33 
7.60 



m75 8.12 103 166.16 170.72 4.56 



32 175.16 
2 199.90 
34 174.24 



179.05 3.91 
173.00 13.90 
1^71 4.47 



98 166.60 171.13 4.53 
5 157.40 162.60 5.20 



28 156.21 162.50 6.29 
1 164.00 155.00 ^.00 

29 156.4B 162.24 5.76 



47 168.21 176.51 8.30 
9 162.89 169.89 7.00 
56 167.36 175.45 8.09 



36 158.11 165.03 6.92 
11 151.27 157.55 6.27 
47 156.51 163.28 6.77 



ffi 160.88 . 168.60 7.7? 
22 150.91 198.23 7.32 
90 158.44' 166.07 7.62 



14 

0 
14 



174.00 

0 

174.00 



177.64 

0 

177.64 



3.64 

0 

3.64 



50 164.82 171.02 6.20 
6 151.83 199.67 7.83 
163.43 169.80 6.38 



56 



47 163.17 . 172.17 9.00 
3 167.33 176.00 8.67 
50 163.42 172.40 8.98 



ID 199.20 167.90 8.7D 
2 143.50 153.50 10.00 
12 156.58 165.50 8.92 



3 143.00 144.33 1.33 
3 143,00 147.00 3.67 
6 143.17 145.67 2.50 



57 154.46 163.60 9.14 

1 138.00 i:B.ao 0 

58 154.17 163.16 8.98 



College id; 27 



Successful (A/B/CCr) 
Non-Successful (D, P, I , W, MCt) 
TOTAL 



45 165.91 171.93 6.02 
3 162.67 169.33 6.67 
48 165.71 171.77 6.06 



36 163.92 173.94 10.03 
5 155.40 165.20 9.30 
41 162.88 172.88 laOO 



36 155.71 163,11 7.^ 
5 149.00 154.80 5.80 
40 154.88 162.08 7.20 



5 148.20 148.20 0 
2 138.90 141.50 3.00 
7 145.43 146.29 .86 



College id; 28 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , P , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



56 161.45 170M 8.73 
12 199.67 166.67 9.00 
68 161.13 169.91 8.78 



27 155.26 162.37 7.L' 
3 147.00 161.33 14.33 
30 154.43 162.27 7.83 
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Table I 
READING COMPREHENSION 



Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



College idi 



Succ«33ful (A,B,C,Cr) 
4^ton-Success£ul (0* P * I , H* NCr 
TOTAL 



Coll«g« id: 



Successful (A,6.C,Cr) 
^Con-Succ•33f ul ( D, r , I NCi^ 
TOTAL 

Collttgtt id: 



Successful (A,Q,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D, F , I ,W, MCr) 
TOTAL 

College id: 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Surcessf ul ( D, F, I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 

College id: U 



Succsssful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Jton-Successf ul ( D, F, ; , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 



13 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Succesa f ul ( D , F , I , W , NCr 
TOTAL 



College ids 14 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Iton-Successful(D,f,I,w,NCr 
TOTAL 



College id; 15 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
»)n-Succe33f ul ( D, F , I , W* NCd 
TOTAL 



College id: 16 

Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D, F, I ,W,riCt) 
TOTAL 



College id; IB 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D, F , I , W, MCc 
TOTAL 

College id: 19 



Freshaan Conpovition 
n Pre Post Gein 



12 16B.25 161.25 -7.1 
2 173.00 172,50 -.1 
14 16B.99 162^ -«.07 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D, F , I , W, MCr ] 
TOTAL 



College id: 20 



Successful tA,B,C,Cr) 
eton-Successful(0,F,I,w,MCr 
TOTAL 

er|c 



1 Level Below 
n Pre Poet Gein 



C meS 162.13 U4B 

2 moo yuM u*oo 

42 mi4 162*07 1.93 



45 mu .159.51 3.40 
3« M7.23 :C7.a2 .59 
79 151.72 ISlfil 2.19 



7S 155.21 156»3B 1.14 
2S 146.12 14&.23 .12 
KM 152.96 153.66 .69 



SO 160.18 162.32 2.14 
10 M7.S0 150.30 2.80 
60 15B.07 160.32 2.25 



79 150.81 159.72 .09 
12 152.67 156.50 3.83 
91 1SB.87 159.30 .43 



69 162.49 163.41 .91 
6 155.67 156.50 .17 
75 161.95 162.77 .63 



44 156.64 155.52 -l.U 
10 152.10 14S.10 .^.00 
54 155.80 154.15 -1.66 



72 156.29 161.83 S.'M 
10 147X0 151.70 4.70 
82 155.16 160.60 5.44 



42 1S5.64 156.31 .67 
4 160.75. 158.00 -2.75 
46 156.01 156.46 .37 



20 


160.15 


161.36 


1.30 


14 


152.50 


1 


136.00 


135UX) 


0 


1 


175.00 


21 


158.96 


160.10 


1.14 


15 


154.00 


66 


160.65 


160.67 


- .17 


18 


14B.33 


14 


148.21 


153.50 


5.29 


7 


146.71 


ICO 


159.08 


159.67 


.S) 


25 


147.88 



2 Levels Below 
n Pre Post Gain 



33 153.61 152.00 -1.61 
6 146.83 144.67 -1.17 
39 152.41 150.67 -1.54 



26 M7.69 147.31 - .38 
4 141.0C 143.75 2.75 
30 146.80 146.83 .03 



19 144.79 140.33 - .36 
3 144.00 144.S3 --3.67 
22 144.68 143.96 -.73 



42 155.33 )55.86 .52 
2 161.50 163.50 2.00 
44 155.61 156.20 .59 



32 144.00 146.66 1.66 
2 136.00 137.00 2.00 
34 143.47 146.15 1.68 



27 153.67 150.41 -3.26 
1 157.00 141.00 -16.00 

28 153.79 150.07 - 3.71 



39 149.15 152.54 3.38 
15 142.67 146.47 3.80 
54 147.36 150.86 3.50 



3 Levels Below 
n Pre Post Gain 



39 146.46 146.54 .08 
2 138.50 143.00 4.50 
41 145.07 146.37 .» 



17 141.41 143.24 1.^2 
4 140^50 136.00 -6.50 
21 141.23 141.67 .43 



1 136.00 136*00 0 

4 136.00 136.00 0 

5 136.00 136.00 0 



44 146.36 148X6 1.68 
2 141.00 148.00 7.00 
46 146.13 148.04 1.91 



6/ 146.49 148.99 2.51 
7 139.71 138.71 -1.00 
74 146.84 148.01 2.15 



32 M7.94 151.19 3.25 
3 140.67 136.00 -5.67 
36 147.31 149.80 2.49 



75 160.34 162.07 2.52 
9 159.56 152.89 -6.67 
84 160.26 161.60 1.54 



34 150.47 152.21 1.74 
4 142.00 139.00 -3.00 
38 149.58 150.82 1.23 



Table I 



READING COMPREHENSION 



Ai^erage Pre-/Post--Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



Freshman Composition 



Pre Post Gain 



I Level Below 



2 Levels Below 



Pre Post Gain 



Pre Post Gam 



3 Levels Below 



Pre Post Gain 



College id: 21 



Successful (ArBrCrCr) 

^k)n-Successf ul ( D » P » I » NCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 22 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
non-Successful ( D « P « I « H« NCi^ 
TOTAL 



14 157.14 ieO.93 3.79 
3 ISO.O) 16). 33 U.33 
17 155.68 161.00 5.12 



101 159.29 . 162.01 2.72 
4 154.25 151.25 0 
1G6 159.10 161.71 2.62 



23 152.61 153.78 1.17 
2 140.00 142.00 2.00 
25 151.60 152.84 1.24 



College id: 23 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
non-Successful{0,P, I ,W,HCr) 
TOTAL 



42 
2 

44 



169.62 169.79 
162.00 162.00 
169.27 169.43 



.17 
0 
.16 



54 164.02 164.U .C9 
9 166.33 162.22 -3.U 
63 164.21 165.84 -.37 



152.86 153.D 
152.07 148.14 
152.69 152.00 



.25 
-3.93 
- .69 



College id: 24 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
Hon*Success f u 1 ( D » P , I » H » fCr ] 
TOTAL 



85 157.04 156.99 - .05 
25 143.68 142.1$ -1.52 
UD 154.00 153.62 - .38 



College Id; 25 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
Non-Successful ( D f P f I f w% NCr ] 
TOTAL 



15 167.53 166.30 -2.33 
0 0 0 0 

15 167.53 166.30 -2.33 



47 ^.86 159.66 3.81 
8 149.63 154.38 4.75 
55 154.95 158.89 3.96 



9 159.69 161.U 1.22 
2 148.50 149.00 .50 
U 157.82 158.91 1.09 



3 136.67 136.33 - .33 
3 138.33 135.00 -3.33 
6 137.50 135.67 -1.83 



College id: 26 

Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
Non-Successf u 1 ( D » F » I » NCr ] 
TOTAU 



College id : 28 



Successful (ArBfCCr) 
i^ton-Succcssf ul ( D , F , I , W , NCr 
TOTAL 



50 157.36 159.30 1.94 
3 167.33 169.33 2.00 
53 157.92 159.07 l.M 



64 147.28 152.02 -2.00 
1 137.00 135.00 4.63 

65 14^.12 151.75 4.73 



60 154.87 156.38 1.52 
15 152.53 157.60 5.07 
75 154.40 156.63 2.23 



27 149.86 150.63 .78 
8 139.38 142.50 3.13 
35 147.46 148.77 1.31 
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Table J 



TOTAL ENGLISH 

Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain For Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



College id: 



Successful (A/B,C/Cc) 
Non-Success ful ( D , F , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 3 



Successful (A/B,C,Cr) 
Non-Success ful ( D , F , I , W , MCc) 
TOTAL 



College id: 



Successful (AiB,C/Cr) 
Non-Success ful(D,F#I,W,NCi:) 
TOTAL 



Freshman Composition 



n Pre Post Gain 



9 172.00 174.65 1.22 
2 183.00 160.40 6.50 
11 174.00 175.95 2.18 



1 Level Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



31 162.35 167.45 5.1C 
1 165.00 167.00 2. a 

32 162.44 167.44 5.0C 



42 159.88 167.79 7.9C 
29 151.52 155.62 4.1C 
71 156.46 162.82 6.3! 



71 1 8.77 164.79 6.0] 
22 149.09 155.50 6.4J 
93 156.48 162.59 6.1] 



2 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



22 155.36 160.82 5.45 
4 154.50 153.75 .75 
26 1!>D.^? 159.73 4.50 



24 151.33 155.42 4.08 
4 140.75 144.75 4.00 
28 149.82 153.89 4.07 



17 151.71 157.06 5.35 
2 140.50 150.50 10.00 
19 150.53 156.37 5.84 



3 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



32 149.09 154.19 5.a 
0 0 0 

32 149.09 154.19 5.05 



17 144.47 151.12 6.6^ 
4 137.50 139.50 2.0( 
21 143.14 148.90 5.7< 



1 146.00 147.00 l.OC 

3 135.33 135.33 

4 138.00 138.25 .2! 



College id: 7 



Successful (A/B/C#Cr) 
Mon-Successf ul ( D # F » I / NCr 
TOTAL 



College id : 11 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful (D/ F, I , W, MCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 13 

Successful (A/B C/Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D, F , I , W, MCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 



14 



Successful (A#B,C,Cr) 
Mon-Successful(D,F,I,W,MCr 
TOTAL 



College id: 15 



Successful (A/B,C,Cc) 
Non-Success ful I D / F , I / W , NCri 
TOTAL 



College id: 16 



Successful (A#B,C/Cr) 
Non-Succes s f u 1 ( D , F , I , W , NCr) 
TOTAL 



43 163.40 171.12 7.7: 
10 156.30 163.80 7.5C 
53 162.06 169.74 7.6f 



35 157.51 164.71 7.20 
2 167.50 170.50 3.00 
37 158.05 65.03 6.97 



43 150.05 154.96 4.9: 
2 151.00 157.50 6.5( 
45 150.09 155.09 5. a 



72 162.06 167.97 5.92 
8 161.50 169.68 8.3C 
60 162.00 166.16 6.16 



32 146.44 155.22 6.78 
1 149.00 153.00 4. 00 

33 148.45 155.15 6.70 



63 164.49 170.24 5.75 
6 151.83 160.00 8.17 
69 163.39 169.35 5.9€ 



24 154.83 160.33 5.50 
1 150.00 152.00 2.00 

25 154.64 160.00 5.36 



39 160.15 166.46 6.31 
8 152.63 160.13 7.50 
47 158.87 165.38 6.51 



31 153.77 160.74 6.9 
6 144.17 155.17 11. OC 
37 152.22 159.84 7.6: 



61 159.36 166.15 6.79 
9 152.89 162.00 9.11 
70 158.53 165.61 7.09 



49 150.06 157.59 7.5: 
5 147.00 151.40 4.4( 
54 149.78 15"».02 7.2^ 



34 159.62 165.09 5.47 
2 165.00 168.00 3.00 
36 159.92 165.25 5.33 



29 153.34 161.14 7.7< 
3 139.67 138.67 -l.OC 
32 152. OC 159.03 6.9 



142 

94 



Table J 



TOTAL ENGLISH 



Average Pre-/Post-Test Scores and Average Gain for Successful and 
Non-Successful Students by Level and College 



Freshman Composition 



n Pr« Post Gain 



1 L«vel B«lov 



n Pf Post Gain 



2 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



3 Levels Below 



n Pre Post Gain 



College id; 18 



Successful (A,B,C,Cc) 
iJon-SuccesafuI ( D, r , I , W, MCr : 
TOTAL 



17 160.53 162.59 2.06 

1 151.00 151.00 
16 160.00 161.94 1.94 



1 140.00 153.00 13.a 

0 0 0 

1 140.00 153.00 13.0( 



College id; 19 



Successful (A,B»C»Cr) 
tten-Succesaf ul ( D , f , I , NCr ] 
TOTAL 



71 163.56 166.52 4.96 
12 154.17 160.06 5.92 
83 162.20 167.30 5.10 



13 151.31 157.46 6.1! 

5 151.20 155.40 4.2( 
18 151.28 156.69 5.6: 



College id; 20 



Successful (AfBfCfCr) 
ftor. -Successful ( D « f , I , W , NCr ) 
TOTAL 



66 162.75 169.87 7.11 
7 158.00 155.86 -2.14 
It. 162.31 166.56 6.25 



27 156.56 162.19 5.6: i 
2 138.50 142.50 4.0(» 
29 155.31 160.63 5.5:: 



Coll^i^e Ad: 22 



Successful (A#6,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , P , 1 , W . NCr 
TO^AL 



College id; 23 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr; 
Non-Successful ( D, P , I , W , NCr^, 
TO'.AL 



College id: 2^ 



Succesdful (A«B«C«Cr) 
Nof \-Successf ul ( D » f , I , MCt) 
TOTAL 



College id; 25 



Successful (A,B,CfCr) 
Non-Successful(D,r,I,W,MCr 
TOTAL 



12 159.58 166.75 7.17 
3 157.67 165.33 7.67 
15 159.20 166.47 7.27101 



97 164.53 168.62 4.09 
4 157.50 162.50 5.00 
164.25 166.38 4.13 



\8 154.33 161.00 6.67 
0 0 
154.33 161.00 6.67 



32 173.97 l''6.8C 2.91 
2 159.00 169.00 lO.UC 
34 173.09 176.41 3.32 



4o 157.00 173,26 6.26 
7 162.57' 166.71 4.14 
53 166.41 172.40 5.98 



34 150.85 161.41 10.5€ 
8 149.86 154.50 4.63 
42 150.67 160.10 9.43 



65 159.62 165.63 6.02 
20 147.30 151.65 4.35 
85 156.67 162.49 5.62 



14 
0 
14 



172. W 174.50 2.00 46 161.07 167.54 6.46 



0 0 0 

172.50 174.50 2.00 



6 149.33 156.33 7.00 
52 159.71 166.25 6.54 



8 157.00 1G4.13 7.13 
2 144.00 151.00 7.a 
10 154.40 161.50 7.1C 



3 140.00 140.67 .67 
3 139.67 142.67 3.00 
6 139.62 141.67 1.63 



College id; 26 



Successful (A,B,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D , P , I , W, NCr 
TOTAL 



46 161.17 168.26 7.11 
3 166.00 174.33 6.33 
49 161.47 166.65 7.16 



57 151.46 159.60 6.1^ 
1 138.00 137.00 l.OC 

58 151.22 159.21 7.96 



College id; 28 



Successful (A,8,C,Cr) 
Non-Successful ( D « P , I , H, NCr ] 
TOTAL 



49 159.16 166.12 6.94 
8 154.25 161.66 7.63 
57 158.49 165.53 7.04 



23 153.57 159.74 6.17 
3 142.67 155.67 13.a 
26 152.31 159.27 6.9€ 
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Table K 








PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF POST- 


-QUESTIONNAIRE 


RESPONSES 


AND TEST 


SCORES 


BY COURSE LEVEL 




QUESTION/RESPONSE C^TBGORY 


FRESHMAN 


1 LEVEL 


2 LEVELS 


3 level: 




vaJVWJdXTIUN 


BELOW 


BELOW 


BELOW 


1. EDUCATIONAL GOAL 


n=552 


n=2604 


n=1318 


n=219 


Vcx:ational Certificate 


1% 




4% 


4% 


AA & Transfer 


49 


45 


41 


35 


AA Vocational 


5 


7 


7 


7 


AA General Education 


6 


7 


8 


9 


Transfer/No AA 


33 


28 


22 


27 


Personal Interest/Refresher 


1 


1 


5 


5 


Related to Employment 


1 


1 


4 


3 


Other 


2 


2 


2 


2 


Unknown 




2 


7 


10 


2. HOW OVPABLE DO YOU FEEL ABOUT 










YOUR WRITING SKILLS ? 


n=55l 


n=2703 


n=1320 


n=2l9 


Write Poorly 


1 % 


2 « 


4 % 


5 % 


Can't Write Well 


5 


o 


10 


14 


Write Okay 


49 


57 


61 


59 


Write Well 


40 


32 


23 


21 


Write Very Well 


5 


2 


2 


1 


3. DID YOU USE TUTORIAL SERVICES 






















p=564 


n=2698 


n=1311 


n=218 


Yes 


8% 


17 « 


30% 


24 % 


IMO 


90 


82 


69 


72 


Not Available 


2 


0 


1 


4 


4. DO YOU INTEND TO ENROLL IN 










ANOTHER ENGLISH WRITING COURSE 










NEXT SEMESTER ? 


n=54 


n=26% 


n=1310 


n=218 


Yes 


39% 


77 % 


80% 


81 % 


no 


38 


11 


9 


5 


Don't Know 


23 


12 


11 


14 
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QUBSTION/RESPONSE CATEGORy 


FRESHMAN 
COMPOSITION 


1 LEVEL 
BELOW 


2 LEVELS 
BELOW 


3 LEVELS 
BELOW 


5. DID THIS COURSE ASSIST YOtI 
ACCOMPLISHING ANY OF THE 
FOLLOWING? 


TN 

n = 2229 


n=9966 


n=4859 


n=816 


Prerequisite for another class 


66 % 


79% 


77 % 


73 % 


Satisfied require for degree/ 
major/program 


87 


38 


37 


39 


Imp. writing skill and/or gained conf . 
in mv wrihirKi jihilfhv 

JLII 111 J whJLUJLIIV^ OMJXXXX^j 


no 




90 


93 


iiav^ xiivLeaacu cnonces ot success 
in other classes 


84 


88 


90 


91 


Satisfied job requirements/needs 


20 


21 


31 


40 


Refreshed writing skills 


88 


92 


91 


93 


Did not gain anything 


8 


14 


17 


24 


Other 










6. EMGLISH WRITING ENROLLHENT 
FOR SPRING. 


n=612 


n=3257 


n=1743 


n=344 


Yes 


26 % 


26% 


55 % 


52 % 


No 


74 


74 


47 


48 


Don't Jvnow 


0 


0 


0 


0 



7. IF WXJ HAVE STOPPED ATTENDING 



THIS COURSE WHAT WAS YOUR REASON 



FOR NO LONGER ATTENDING ? 


n=61 


n=392 


n=276 


n=37 


Too difficult 


12% 


8% 


8 % 


0 


Tbo easy 


2 


3 


4 


3 


Course iiot what I wanted 


3 


6 


6 


11 


Change in work hours/fcund job 


13 


21 


19 


24 


Needed more time foe other courses 


15 


12 


10 


3 


Financial reasons 


3 


5 


7 


3 


Reached my goal for this course early 


2 


1 


4 


14 


Didn't like class/subject 


12 


6 


5 


3 


Family/personal reasons 


21 


16 


14 


22 


Illness 


5 


7 


9 


8 


Other 


12 


16 


15 


11 
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QUESTION/RESPONSE CATEGORy 



FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELS 
COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW 



8. NUMBER OP REMEDIAL UNITS IN TOE 



SPRING 


n=678 


n=3289 


n=1775 


n=342 


0 


94 % 


87% 


67 % 


58 % 


1-3 


3 


8 


18 


27 


4-6 


2 


4 


10 


12 


7-9 


0 


1 


4 


2 


10-15 


0 


0 


1 


1 


16-98 


0 


0 


0 


0 



NUMBER OP NON-REMEDIAL UNITS 



n=678 



n=3286 n»1773 



n=342 



0 




1/1 


24% 


24 % 


1-3 


3 


A 
H 


o 


8 


4-6 


6 


8 


12 


11 


7-9 


10 


10 


17 


17 


10-15 


50 


47 


36 




16-98 


16 


14 


7 


6 


10. GRADE IN ENGLISH WRITING COURSE 


ri=701 


n=3345 


n=1794 


n=330 


W 




11 % 


11% 


13% 


A 


18 


9 


6 


2 


B 


27 


20 


16 


5 


C 


24 


20 


16 


10 


D 


4 


5 


5 


1 


F 


5 


5 


4 


1 


CR 


1 


17 


32 


52 


NCR 


1 


10 


10 


15 


I 


4 


2 


1 


2 


11. TOTAL UiJITS COMPLETED ABCD OR CR 


n=864 


n=3l93 


n=1730 


n=343 


0 


9% 


9% 


12% 


16% 


1-3 


8 


9 


11 


16 


4-6 


14 


15 


18 


19 


7-12 


41 


42 


40 


34 


Greater Than 12 


28 


25 


19 


15 
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VSST SCORES 



FRRSItWI 

O0NPO6ITION 



1 LEVI5L 
BGLOH 



2 LRVEliS 
BBLOH 



3 IXVRLS 
BRIjOW 





ns268 


n=2398 


n=1172 


n»146 


2 


1% 


1% 


3% 


10% 


3 


1 


2 


5 


6 


4 


2 


4 


13 


12 


5 


3 


8 


14 


25 


6 


12 


18 


25 


25 


7 


11 


18 


16 


14 


8 


22 


28 


17 


6 


9 


24 


13 


5 


2 


10 


14 


7 


2 


1 


11 


6 


2 


0 


0 


12 


0 


0 


0 


0 



13. POST SEOTENCE SENSE SOORE 


n=254 


n=1983 


n=958 


n=139 


135-139 


0 


3% 


8% 


18% 


140-144 


2% 


4 


10 


15 


145-149 


1 


6 


12 


16 


150-154 


3 


8 


15 


17 


155-159 


8 


10 


14 


12 


160-164 


6 


15 


17 


8 


165-169 


21 


27 


16 


10 


170-174 


25 


18 


7 


3 


175-179 


33 


9 


3 


1 


180-184 


3 


1 


0 


0 


185-189 


0 


C 


0 


0 


190-195 


0 


0 


0 


0 



14. POST -CX)MPOSITE SCORES n=239 n=1840 n=878 n=130 



135-139 


0 


1% 


2 % 


9 


140- .*4 


0 


1 


4 


6 


145-149 


1% 


3 


7 


10 


150-154 


1 


5 


12 


19 


155-159 


3 


7 


17 


22 


160-164 


6 


12 


16 


16 


165-169 


10 


14 


16 


8 


1 /0-174 


12 


23 


15 


6 


175-179 


25 


22 


8 


4 


180-184 


29 


11 


2 


2 


185-189 


13 


3 


1 


0 


190-195 


0 


0 


0 


0 
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TEST SCXDRES 



FRESHMAN 1 LEVEL 2 LEVELS 3 LEVELS 
COMPOSITION BELOW BELOW BELOW 



15. POST READING COMPREHENSION SCORES 


n=120 


n=1600 


rk- 7Q1 


n=l2o 


135-139 


8% 


12% 


29 % 


45% 


140-144 


3 


5 


9 


11 


145-149 


5 


9 


13 


11 


150-154 


3 


10 


11 


10 


155-159 


5 


10 


12 


11 


160-164 


12 


20 


13 


6 


165-169 


16 


15 


6 


4 


170-174 


26 


14 


5 


1 


175-179 


20 


5 


2 


1 


180-184 


4 


1 


0 


0 


185-189 


0 


0 


0 


0 


190-195 


0 


0 


0 


0 



16. TOTAL ENGLISH SCORE 



n=102 


n=1417 


n=678 


n=118 


0 


1% 


3% 


13% 


1% 


2 


7 


9 


2 


4 


11 


20 


2 


7 


15 


21 


4 


10 


19 


14 


9 


15 


17 


12 


15 


20 


14 


4 


14 


20 


10 


4 


23 


14 


4 


3 


25 


7 


1 


0 


7 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 



135-139 

140-144 

145-149 

150-154 

155-159 

160-164 

165-169 

170-174 

175-179 

180-184 

185-189 

190-195 
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INTERPRETINQ THE READING AND 
WRITING SCORES 

For each sludeni taking the NJCBSPT. the following reading 
and wriling scores a re reported 

A. Reading Comprehension 

B. Sentence Sense 

C. Essay 

D. Composition (composite score based on Sentence 
Sense and Essay) 

E. Total English (composite score based on the three read- 
ing and writing sections) 

All total and composite scores are reported as scaled 
scores The reported Essay score is the sum of the scores 
givpn by two Independent readers Off-topic papers and 
papers with an insuificient sample of writing receive a 
score of zero Other papers receive a score within the range 
of 2 to 12.* 

Also reported for the total and composite scores is the 
local percentile rank based on students tested In the previ- 
ous testing year. For a particular student, this number rep- 
resents the percent of scores at tlie student s institution 
that were lower than his or her score The local percentile 
rank is a convenient way of determining an individual stu- 
dent's relative standing at his or her institution 

Reading Comprehension 

The ability to read and understand what orte has read is 
basic to success in any college course A student's reading 
ability is thus pertinent to decisions a^^t the student's 
course of study. The Reading Comprehension section ol the 
NJCBSPT has sonie sets of questions based on short pas- 
sages and some discrete questions. Students are asked to 
identify main ideas, to interpret ideas stated directly in a 
passage, to draw Inferences from the passage, and to rec- 
ognize relationships between sentences 

Sentence S^^nse 

The good writer has command of sentence structure, of the 
way elements of a sentence fit together logically in order to 
corivey ideas clearly and effectively The questions In this 
part of the test deal with whether the student can Identify a 
complete sentence (according to the traditional definition), 
wilh whether the student understands the logical connec- 
tions needed between parts ol a sentence,; and with 
whether the student ca.i recognize flaws that make sen- 
tences difficult to interpret or even ridiculous and meaning- 
less Sttjdents are asked about such things as the place- 
ment of modifiers In sentences ("After phonlr>g my neigh- 
bor, the dog stopped barking **). about coordination and sub- 
ordination of ideas m senler»ces ("Mary's apartment is In 
Camden, and she comes from Detroit/*), and about com 
pleteness of sentences ("Ralph, who is a teacher and 
author of a book."). 

In one kind of question In the test, students are asked to 
recognize the error. If there Is one. In an underlined part ol 
the sentence and to choose the best way ol rephrasing the 
sentence to correct the problem In the other kind of ques- 
tion, students are asked to rephrase sentences mentally- 
changing them, much as one would In rewriting, for em- 
phasis or to give variety— and to choose the version ol the 
O t^ritten sentence that contains no faults. 
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Essay 

Most New Jersey English teachers believe thai no test of 
writing ability will give an accurate picture of the student's 
ability to write unless that test gives the stitdent an opporUi- 
nlly to write,, to express ideas in his or her own words. Tlio 
NJCBSPT asks the student to produce a brief writing sam- 
ple In response to an ecslgned topic What Is needed for the 
purpose of this test—the Identification of students who 
need special help— is only a short writing sample that will 
give some indication of such basic competencies as the 
ability to organize a paragraph, write a complete sentence, 
use standard English grammar and punctuation, use appro- 
priate vocabulary, and use specific examples Such a sam- 
ple can be produced In the 20 minutes allotted for the writ- 
ing task. 

Before an essay topic is selected for use in the final form 
of the test, students in New Jersey colleges are asked to 
v/rltc on a variety of prelesrtoptcs proposed Dy the Reading 
and VVriiing Advisory Committee By exantmihg the essays 
written by tnese students, the commitlee den^rmines the 
suitebility of the topic for the test A suitable topic is one 
about which aH students can t>e expected to have somt* 
thing to say and one for which they can readily provide spe> 
cific examples from their own experience. 

The essays are scored by New Jersey college and high 
school faculty, assembled at a central location for the sole 
purpose of scoring the essayi in their scoring, tne teachers 
are asked to rank papers by comparing them to each other 
(not to some ideal of profess«oal writing), to reward sfu* 
denis for what they have dope v^ctl rather than penalize 
them lor whai they have done poorly, to rememoer that the 
essays were written in only 20 minutes under the pressure 
of taklr^ a test, and to score each essay on the basis of the 
total impression it creates. Tne readers judge au aspects of 
the composition together, from spelling and punctuation to 
orgnniz^tlon and style: they do not award separate scores 
lor separate aspects of writing Each paper is scored by at 
least two independent evaluato'S under carefully controlled 
conditions For additional inlormafion. see the booMei en- 
titled Scoring the Essays, 
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Name f ^ 

A<MrcM 



'IVlc'ftllCMIC 
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ENGUSIl WRITING CLASS SlUDEINT SURVEY 

I. Wl«l iff yiNir nhiiir Mrntity? (pkwe rbcrk cmc) 

American Indian . llii)|>aiiir 

Mlark (noii lliKpaiiic) lliilliiiiNiie Anieriraii 

Aniaii Other iioii-Ciaiira.siaii 

rm-ific iKlaiiiler While 

Ahflkan Native 



2. Wliat in ytMir agr? 

3. Wliat is your arx? male female 

I. lHlial l«ngtMgr(<i) tliil you firM Iram to a|>rak in ymir biimr? . 

5. Ila%e you rver allniilnl iliia or mmiSInt rollrge Im^mt tliin nomeiilrr? )e8 _ 

6. II«H long haa it lirm aiiirr >wir last EngliKli writing rourm*? 
h»«n than I year \^ y<.ar« 

1-2 yearn more than 5 years 

7. Ilcnv many ymrw of 8i*Inn>I have yoia r«im|>iete«i? 

lens than 12 over 14 

13-14 

It. (!hiH'k one: 

I have a high M*hiN>l iliphniia 

I ha%e a rom|«lele<l a high m Imh>I pmrii ienry exam or 

Neither 

Wliat IK your eilnratioiial goal? (Hir<'k vm^) 
ViN'alMHial irrlifirale 

AmcNialr IVgri^; ♦ traiiKfer towaril a fonr year ihrgrcc 

Affioriate l><*gr(Hr/VfN-alional 

Awioriale l>fgree/(;cni*rul Kilnration 

i raiMfer mnrnrK lonanl a four-year ilegrtv withoni Asstniale Degree 

(IfMimeH of |>crHonal inlrrcHi 

(^HirHen rclateil to rnii>h>ymein 

Other 

Unknown 

10. Why are ><ni etin>ll«^l in an Kitgliiai claw? (rliork an many an apply) 

Kei|nire<l heforc I ran enroll in aiiollier rlam I want to lake 

Kwinireil that I M>m|>lele lliiii coiirm* to roitiplele niy clegree/niajor/Vrugram 

J o inrrcaiie my < haiMH*M of mirceM in other rluiw4*8 

To improve writing nkilU/gain «'onri<lenre in writing 

(4Mni9eh>r re«'ommrn<lril I nm>ll in coontc 

For jon re<|niremenlK/neeilH 

For |>erM>nal intereMl/as a refrenlier ffMirne 

I^arrnt or other e>ii-oiirage<l nie to enroll 

Not Mire why 

Other - explain 



1 1, ilow raimhle «io >cni feel aiNMit >(Nir writing nkiilh? (einvk one) 

I write very p<N>rly 

I raiinot write well 

I write okay 

I write well 

I write \er) well 
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Nnnio 



Aililrrw 



/ 



Ml • 



'rrlr|ili(iiH* 



/Vcw a%%iM llw afllcfrp in ri^lunlinf^ llw English pn^nm hy itmtplvt 'wf^ this Mtn^- anil rvlnrning 
if in tlax% to your in^lrwior or hy rv fohlhig il mul niailiog il lo tlw atUrf^r (no sinmp rvqniroil). 

END Of SKiVllil^rKK ElNGLISII S I UDKiYI SURVEY 

1. ^Iml lA uiiirMliiniltimnl ffiml? (rlir«*k mii*) 
ViNnlioiial iTrlifimlr 

A^wialr Hi^prrr ♦ Irmisfrr Inwnnl n fiHir*>riir ilrgni* 

A«iNfNinlr Hrgn*<*/VfN*<iliiiii;il 

A*«siM'inlr Df'grro/Griirml iMlnniliiMi 

'IVniisfrr uiiir^rs limnril n fiMir-^rar ilrprrr Hilliiiiii Asj^irinlc* DrpriT 

(jiMirM^ prrsfiiml itilrrrm 

(^iiirscff rclalcfl lo eiiiplinninil 

ihUvr 

lillklUIHII 

2. lloH m|mMr mni ri*<*l niNiitl your Hrsliiipc t«killH? (<*lirf*k our) 
I urile *«'rv |MN>rl) 

I ratiiMil Hrilr h«*II 

I Hrilc iikny 

I wriK* \\vl\ 

I Hrilr wry nrll 

.'I. Ilifli MHt iw <iili>rtftl wr^in** fur iIiia niiirsr? yv% ihi ikiI a^niUlile 

l« Ih^ ytm hilrtiil lo rtin»ll in niiollH*r KtigliAli u riling roiirm* tirxl M*tiH^I<*r? 
yvn III! floii*l know 

li. Hill lliiA rfNin«o n^»wt smi in iirr«mi|»liAlntig ntiv of llic folloHiiig? (rlH*<*k n< MMiiy iw nppK) 

\rm !Ni> 'Mill rm ^mI 

I iiMiiplrliil n |irr-n*i|oiMil«* for rtirolliiig in niiollirr roor<w. 

I .vnliMfiiil |||«* rr<|oin*oiriil for iii) ilrpi«*<*/iiinjor/|iiof;i*aiii. 

I iiii|iro%nl nn nriliog nkilU aiiil/or gnitii*<l n>tifi<lcMi*e in 

loy wrilitig aliilily. 

I ihiiik I lin*r tin rrnMMl tm i Iiiohi*^ of ^iii'n*««H in ollM*r rlii««rs, 

I siiliMfiifl jiili r<*i|iiirroi<*iits/ni*i*4|M. 

I rrfriNliiil itiy wriliiip nkilk 

Dill iiol gain anything. 

Oilier - ri[|>Uiti: 



6. If ymi hmr SrCMTEU A I I KNIMNi; 1 HIS CXHJILSH IIIIAT^AS Um\ KKAS^IN for n<i 
lof igrr nllctnling? (rlirrk iiinn} nn fipply) 
TiMi (liffiiiilt 

Too roMy 

*riir roiimc nan nol hIihI I Hniilnl 

Olinngr in work hoor^/fooiHl joli 

Nwlrtl iimrMlinir for ollirr imirm*]^ 

ritinnnal rra« 

Krarlicfl ni> goal for llii^ roiinvr early 

hifhri like rlnWAiiliji*4*l 

ranitly/|H*rM>nal rra^niK 

lllnr<w 

Oilier - rit|ilaiii: , 
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LARC Student Outcomes Study 
College Participants 



Contact Person 


College islame 


Enrollment 


^Minority 


Small Enrollment: Colleges <7C00 




Bill Baker 


Taf t 


1039 


20/S 




V i Ian 


2883 


37/M 


\J X III IIX X 


Butte 


6054 


30/M 


liallc ffcxuillclll 


w a iiawicK 


6704 


25/M 


bieonoL DZaszy 




5653 


25/M 




Pol i ocio/nofl49r*t* 


2945 


25/M 




Mira Costa 


5507 


28/M 


Daniel Ipson 


Hartnell 


6522 


48/L 


Medium 


Enrollment Colleges 


7000-13000 




ttfiaine v^onen 


OallUA DOLWdLd 


10198 

X w X ^ a 


21/S 


niiaLea vinice 


Uiix one 


/ •» ^ ^ 


32/M 


no r*iQ O^Maill 


wU X d 11 


8843 


38/M 


\j X vJ L X d owaLXll^tfl 




12030 


30/M 


Xlia V70 L u 


Miss ion 


8799 


57/L 


Ma r* vf Q f* a i n 


kcV^L Cdl 


7170 


60/L 


Rpttv i nrlairen— Yoiina 


Skv 1 i ne 


7393 


44/L 


llmHr^ Oil 4 f* no Ir 

uXltUO Ullil./VJ dlw ^ wVo JV 


Rio Hondo 

k« X w Wll\4 w 


11870 


70/L 




Rnrol ImAnt* Colleoes 

U II L w X X HI 9 II ^ W A A ^ w 


> 13000 






Pa 1 oma r 

a X wiim L 


1361 5 


23/S 


Jim Nauch 


Foothill 


16647 


23/S 


Ed Buckley 


Santa Rosa 


19529 


19/S 


Lonnie Brooks 


Golden West 


15122 


22/S 


Michael Crow 


Orange Coast 


22790 


20/S 


Kent Hodson 


Santa Monica 


19722 


J 3/ n 


Susanne Stevens 


San Mateo 


13869 


33/M 


Carl Waddle 


Fresno 


13526 


42/L 


John E. Tulley 


Pasadena 


18513 


52/L 


William Threlfall 


Chabot 


19373 


41/L 


Thomas Lew 


El Camino 


24703 


49/L 


Sam Sandusky 


Sacramento 


13085 


48/L 


Marjc^ie D. Lewis 


Long Beach 


22973 


43/L 



Large Minority (L) = >49% Medium Minority (M) = 25-40% 

Small Minority (S) = < 25% 



LU-Large Urban 



U=::Urban 



S'^Suburban 



R=Rural 
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Description of Sub-Samples Used For Each Analysis 

Given that the original sample included approximately 7500 
students enrolled in 29 colleges^ it is not unexpected that 
irregularities and missing fields in the data would occur. The 
"Participants" Chapter of this report (pages 14-15) explains 
that sub-samples selected for each analysis in the study were 
carefully selected to avoid bias in reporting the findings. The 
reader will find that the "n's" for the total tables are not 
consistent. The following two tables list which colleges and 
which students were included in each analysis. 

There are some cases where post-data for an entire college 
were excluded from a "total" table in the body of the report 
because its incompleteness would bias the total findings. 
Consequently, the "n's" for the college tables in the appendix 
do not always total to the "n's" used in the tables in the body 
of the report. 
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Explanation of Sub-Samples Used 
by College 



College 
ID 



Tests Used in Addition 
to Pre-Sentence Sense 
and Pre/Post-Essay 



Comments About 
Participation in Various 
Study Components 



Tables in Which 
College is Not 
Included 



4 
5 
6 

7 

8 



10 
11 

12 



13 
14 
15 
16 
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Pre-/Post-Reading Comp, 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Corop. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Post-Sentence Sense 

Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post- Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Pre-/Post- Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Pre-/Post-Reading Comp, 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentense Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Did not submit Spring 
1987 semester records 
data and post- 
questionnaires . 

Did not submit Spring 
1987 semester records 
data and post- 
questionnaires . 



Did not submit any 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data for 
students who dropped 
Fall 1986 semester 
writing course. 
Consequently, excluded 
from all retention 
analyses. 



Did not submit any 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data for 
students who dropped 
Fall 1986 semester 
writing course. 
Consequently, excluded 
from all retention 
analyses. 
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Graph 1, Tables 1, 

2,3,4,5,6,7,14,14a, 

15 



Graph 1, Tables 1, 

2,3,4,5,6,7,14,14a, 

15 



Tables 3,4,5,6 



T'bles 3,4,5,6 



Explanation of Sub-Samples Used 
by College 



College 
ID 



Tests Used in Addition 
to Pre-Sentence Sense 
and Pre/Post-Essay 



Comments About 
Participation in Various 
Study Components 



Tables in Which 
College is Not 
Included 



17 



18 

19 

20 

21 
22 

23 



24 

25 

26 

27 
28 



Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
r:*«^t-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Po8t-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Post-Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 

Post-Sentence Sense 

Pre-/Po8t- Reading Comp. 
Post-Sentence Sense 



Did not participate in 
any post-data collection 
(tests, questionnaires, or 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data) . 

Anomalies in post-test 
scores. Consequently, 
excluded from all skills 
acquisition analyses. 



Graphs 1-3, Tables 
1-15 



Graphs 2,3, Tables 
8,9,10,11,12 



Did not submit Spring 
1987 semester records 
data for students who 
dropped Fall 1986 
semester writing 
course « Consequently, 
excluded from all 
retention analyses. 



Tables 3,4,5,6 



Did not submit Spring 
1987 semester records 
data for students who 
dropped Fall 1986 
semester writing course. 
Consequently, excluded 
from all retention 
analyses. 



Tables 3,4,5,6 
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Explanation of Sub-Samples Used 
by Table 



T<ble Number and Title 



Deacription of Sub-Sample 



ID Numbers of 
Colleges Excluded 



Table 1: Percent Distribution 
of Students' Pre-Educational 
Goals by Post-Bducational Goals 



Only students for whom 
pre-Q and post-Q were 
submitted 



8,9,17 



Table la: Percent Distribution 
of Students' Pre-Educational 
Goals by Post-Educational 
Goals by Level 

Graph Ij Pre-Course Objective and 
Post-Accomplishmert : "Increased 
Chances of Success in Other Classes submitted 



Only students for whom 
pre-Q and post-Q were 
submitted 



Only students for whom 
pre-Q and post-Q were 



Table 2: Percent Distribution of 
Students* Pre-Course Objectives 
and Post-Accomplishments by Level 

Table 3i Percent Distribution of 
Course Success by Level 

Table A: Percent Distribution of 
Course Success by Ethnicity 



Table 5; Percent Distribution of 
Pertsistence to Next Semester by 
Level, Ethnicity, Course Success 

Table 6: Percent Distribution of 
Students Enrolling in Subsequent 
Enclish Course by Level, Ethnicity 

Table 7: Mean Number of Remedial 
2ad Non-Remedial Units Err oiled In 
by Level and Ethnicity 

Table 8: Average Pre-/Po3t-Te8t 
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. 
and Non-Succ. Students by Level 
and Ethnicity: ESSAY 

Table 9: Average Pre-/Post-Test 
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. 
and Non-Succ. Students by Level 
and Ethnicity: SENTENCE SENSE 

Table 10: Average Pre-/Post-Test 
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. 
and Non-Succ. Students by Level 
and Ethnicity: COMP. COMPOSITE 

Table 11: Average Pre-/Po3t-Test 
Scores and Average Gain for Succ. 
and Non-Succ. Students by Level 
and Ethnicity 

Graph 2: Average Pre-'^'est and 
Post-Test Essay Scores by Level 
for All Colleges 

Graph 3: Average Raw Score Gain 
by Average Pre-Test Score by 
Level for All Colleges 

Table 12: Percent Distribution 
of Average Raw Score Essay Gain 
by Level for All Colleges 

Table 13: Percent of Completing 
Students Prepared for Next 
English Writing Course Level, 
According to Essay Pre- and Post- 
Scores, by Level 

Table 14: Post-Rating cf Writing 
Ability by Pre-Rating of Writing 
Ability 

Table 15: Success in Courses by 
Use of Tutorial Services by Level 



Only students for whom 
pre-Q and post-Q were 
submitted 

Only students for whom 
Spring 1987 semester 
recoids data was submitted 

Only students for whom 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data was submitted 

Only students for wh om 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data was submitted 

Only students for whom 
Spring 1987 semester 
records data was submitted 

Only students for whom 
Spring 1987 records data 
was submitted 

Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
aie available 



Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
are available 



Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
^re available 



Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
are available 



Only students for whom 
pre- and post-tes*^ scores 
are available 

Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
are available 

Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
are available 

Only students for whom 
pre- and post-test scores 
are available 



Only students for whom pre-Q 
and post-Q were submitted 



Only students for whom pre-Q 
and post-Q were submitte'^ 



8,9,17 

8,9,17 
8,9,17 

8,9,12,16,17,23,28 

8,9,12,16,17,23,28 

8,9,12,16,17,23,28 

8,9,12,16, 17,23,28 

8,9,17 

17,18 

17,18 

17, 18 

17,18 

17, 18 
17,18 
17, 18 
17,18 

8,9,17 
8,9,17 
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